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Affairs, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H.R. 13316. A b111 to amend title ·II of the 

Social Security Act to provide a more realistic 
definition of "dlsab111ty" for purposes of the 
disab111ty freeze, and to liberalize the cover
age requirements for such freeze and for 
disab111ty insurance benefits; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H.R. 13317. A b111 to amend the National 

Defense Education Act of 1958 in order to ex
tend tbe provisions of title II relating to 
cancellation of loans under such title to 
teachers in private nonprofit elementary and 
secondary schools and in institutions of 
higher education; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By¥r.MULTER: 
H.R. 13318. A b111 to authorize the estab

lishment of Federal mutual savings banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BARRETT: 
H.R. 13319. A b111 to authorize the estab

lishment of Federal mutual savings 'banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FINO: 
H.R. 13320. A bill to authorize the estab

lishment of Federal mutual savings banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 13321. A blll to authorize the estab

lishment of Federal mutual savings banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. RAINS (by request) : 
H.R. 13322. A blll to authorize the estab

lishment of Federal mutual savings banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H.R.13323. A bill to permit an individual 

to obtain coverage under title II of the So
cial Security Act on the basis of service which 
was not covered employment at the time 
it was performed, if service of that type has 
since become covered employment and such 
individual makes payment of the applicable 
social security taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: 
H.R.13324. A b111 to amend title I of the 

Housing Act of 1949 to provide more equi
table procedures for the relocation of per
sons displaced from their homes or places 
of business by urban renewal projects, to 
increase the amount of the relocation pay
ments authorized to be made to such per
sons, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan: 
H.R. 13325. A bill to amend section 4063 

(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
to provide an exemption from tax in the 
case of mobile homes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOWDY: 
H.J. Res. 900. Joint resolution to amend 

the act of April 29, 1942, establishing the 
District of Columbia Recreation Board, to 
provide superior cultural programs for chil
dren and young people by the establishment 
of a National Children's Theater and Art 
Center; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. -

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H. Con. Res. 582. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to the situation in Berlin; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. · 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H. Res. 826. Resolution to provide for the 

printing of 185,000 copies of the Constitution 
of the United States and the amendments 
thereto; to the Committee on House Ad· 
ministration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 13326. A bill for the relief of Bahman 

Naghshineh; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. COLLIER: 
H.R. 13327. A bill for the relief of Christos 

Hondronastas; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri: 
H.R. 13328. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jae 

H. Yang and Mrs. Jeong S. Yang; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr.FORD: 
H.R. 13329. A blll for the relief of John 

W1lliam Borling; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 13330. A bill for the relief of Iwen 

Hsiao; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. KELLY: 

H.R. 13331. A bill for the relief of Mr. 
George Gabourel and four of his children, 
Marie Elizabeth, Dorothy Ann, Alice Louise, 
and Kathleen Florence; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANKFORD: 
H.R. 13332. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Loretta Chlu-Ning Tung and her minor 
daughter, Hsia May Tung; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 13333. A bill for the relief of Luis De 

Canto Viveiros; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 13334. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Trinidade Lopes and Gabriel da Silva Lopes 
to the Cammi ttee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York: 
H.R. 13335. A bill for the relief of Stella 

Marie Kim; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. POW:ELL: 
H.R. 13336. A bill for the relief of Gaetano 

Bracco; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By.Mr. RYAN of New York: 

H.R. 13337. A b111 for the relief of Theresita 
L. Montalan; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 13338. A bill for the relief of Zaida F. 
Tardicella; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. · 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1962 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the Vice President. 

Rev. John Tierney, evangelist, South
ern Baptist Convention, Greenville, S.C., 
oif ered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, ·we praise Thee that 
we live in a great land in a day of 
unusual oppartunities. Bless our space 
flight today. 

Give the Members of this distinguished 
body liberty of speech and freedom of 
thought, and make them -flexible in Thy 
hands. 

Help them to see that the door to 
success swings on the hinges of opposi
tion, that the test of a man's character 
is what it takes to stop him, that it is 
not a sin to fall, but that to do less than 
our best to. keep from failing is unspeak
able. 

We pray in the name of Jesus Christ, 
our Saviour. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
October 2, 1962, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that the 
President had approved and signed the 
following acts: 

On September 28, 1962: 
S. 273. An act for the relief of Hratch 

Samuel Arukian; 
s. 2511. An act to provide for the produc

tion and distribution of educational and 
training films for use by deaf persons, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 2760. An act for the relief of Yuk-Kan 
Cheuk; 

S. 3475. An act to provide further for 
cooperation with States in administration 
and enforcement · of certain Federal laws; 
and 

S. 3580. An act to amend the Atomic En
ergy Community Act of 1955, as amended, 
to provide for the disposal of federally owned 
properties at Los Alamos, N. Mex., and :for 
other purposes. 

On October l, 1962: 
S. 1023. An act to amend the act of Au

gust 20, 1954 (68 Stat. 752), in order to pro
vide for the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of additional features of the 
Talent division of the Rogue River Basin 
reclamation project, Oregon; 

S. 1037. An act to amend the provisions 
of the Perishable Agricultural Commodities 
Act, 1930, relating to practices in the mar
keting of perishable agricultural commod
ities; and 

S. 3529. An act to amend the Manpower 
Development and Training Act of 1962 with 
regard to reimbursement of the railroad un
employment insurance account. 

On October 2, 1962: 
S. 149. An act for the relief of the estate 

of Gregory J. Kessenich; and 
S. 2768. An act to promote the foreign 

policy of the United States by authorizing 
a loan to the United Nations and the ap
propriation of funds therefor. 

REPORT OF OFFICE OF MINERALS 
EXPLORATION-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the following message from the 
President of the United States, which, 
with the accompanying report, was re
f erred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith the Eighth Semi

annual Report of the Office of Minerals 
Exploration from the Secretary of the 
Interior as prescribed by section 5 of the 
act of August 21, 1958, entitled "To pro
vide a program for the discovery of the 
mineral reserves of the United States, 
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its · territories and possessions.. by en
couraging exploration for minerals, .and.. 
for other purposes." 

JOHN P. KENNEDY. 

THE WHIT~ H<?~E._ ~ber 3, 1962. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States, ~ubmitting sundry 
nominations. whi-ch were ref erred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end >Of Senate pr<>eeedings.) 

MF.SSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills of the Sen
ate, sever.ally with an amendment. in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate.: 

S. 3240. An act for the relief of Mrs ... Lee Ma 
Chin-Ying; 

S. 3279. An act for the relief of Yet Oee 
Moy (Tsze Woo Lai) and Mee Sen Moy {Sau 
Ming Lai); and 

B. 3338. An .act to incorporate the Ameri
can Symphony Orchestra League. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolution., in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 10696. An act to a:mend .section 4369 
of title 39, Un!ted .States -Oode, with respect 
to the filiag of information relating t<!> pub
lications having second-class mail privileges, 
and for other purposes; 

H.R. 11903. An act to amend the aot 0f Au
gust 1, 1939, ch.apter 409, :as amended, to 
provide !nr the 'l'egistrat1on of professlonal 
nurses as -staff o'flice:rs in the U.S. merchant 
marine; 

H.R. .12968. An. .a.ct to extend certain i:.ilne 
limitations of section 90l(b) of the Merchant 
Marine Act, Mt36, with respect to the vessel 
Spitfire; and 

H.J. Res. 'U:2. Joint :resolution to tiirect the 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memurial Com
mission to consider possible changes in the 
winning des1,gn for the proposed memorial 
or the selection of a new design f.or such 
memorial. 

Total and major categories 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU
TION REFERRED 

The following bills :and joint :resolu
tion were severally read twice b:y ttleir 
titles and referred as indicated.: 

H.R..1'0696. An act to amend section 4369 
of tltle 39, United. State.s Code, with respect 
to the tiling of information relating to pub
lications having second-class man privileges, 
and -for other purposes; to the Commlttee 
on Post omce and Civil Service. 

H.R. 11903. An act to amend the act of 
August 1, 1939, chapter 409, as amended, to 
provide for the :registration o.f professional 
nurses as staff officers in the U' .S. merchant 
marine; and 

H.R. 12968. An act to extend certain time 
limitations of 'Section 9-ol (b) nf the :Merchant 
Ma:rine Act, 1936, with respect ·to the vessel 
Spitfire; to the Committee on Commerce. 

H.J. Res. 712. Joint r:esoiution to direct the 
Franklin Dela.no Rioosevel·t Memorial Com
m!ssion to consider possible changes in the 
winning design for the proposed memorial or 
the selection of a new design for .such me
morial; to the Committee on Rules and Ad
mlnistr.a tlon. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

On request of Mr. MA'NsFIEU>, and by 
unanimous consent, statements during 
the morning hours were ordered limited 
to 3 minutes. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were .submitteQ.: 

By Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts, from 
the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
without amendment: 

H.R. 6836. An act to amend the Policemen 
and Firemen's Retirement and Disability Act 
(Rept. No. 2271). 

By Mr. SPARKMAN, .!ram tbe Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, without amend
ment: 

S. 3459. A bill to authorize the appoint
ment of one additional Assistant Secretary of 
State (Rept. No. 2272). 

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Com
mittee on Government Operations, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 7781. An act to authorize the Admin
istrator of General Services to convey by 

qµitclalm deed a parcel of land in Prince 
Georges ('.ounty. :Md.., to the Silver mn VOi
untary Fire Department .and :Rescue Squad 
(Rept. No. 2275). 

'By Mr. :BYRD of Vlrglnla, 11-om the 
Committe.e on Fina.nee. without :am·end
ment: 

ll.R. 10620 . .An act to a.mend sectlon 213 of 
the Internal Revenue CO<ie of l.954 to in
crease· the maximum Umltatlona on the 
amount allowable as a deduction for medi
cal, dental, .etc., expenses (Rept. No •. 2274) . 

:By Mr. :BYRD of V:irglnia. fiom th.e 
Committee on Finance, with amendment.s: 

H.R.12599. An act relating to the in~ome 
tax treatment of ter.minal r.ailroad corpora
tions and thelr shareholders (Rept. No. 
2273). 

REPORT ENTITLED "SMALL l3USI
NESS FAILURES"-REPORT OF A 
COMMI'ITEE (S. REPT. NO. '227-0) 

Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Select 
Committee on Small BlllSiness, submitted 
a .report entitled "Small Business Fail
ures," which was ordered. to be printed. 

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITrEE ON 
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL 
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES-FED
ERAL EMPLOYMENT AND PAY 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. MT. President, 

as chairman of the Joint Committtee on 
Reduction <Of Nonessential Federa'.l Ex
penditures, I submit a report on Fed
eral employment and pay for the month 
of August l962. In accordance with the 
practice of several years' ·standing, I .ask 
unanimous consent to have the report 
printed in the RECORD together with a 
statement :by me. 

There being no objection. the report 
and statement were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 
FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN ExECUTIVE BRANCH, 

A'UGUST AND J~y 1962, AND PAT, JULY AND 
J-uNE 1962 

PERSONNEL .AND PAY SUMMARY 

{See table I• 
Information in monthly personnel reports 

for August 1962 submitted to tbe Joint Com
m1ttee cm Reduction of Nonessential Federai 
Expenditures is summa:rized -as 'follows: 

Civilian personnel in executive branch Payroll (in thousands) in eitecutiv:e · 
branch 

Jn August , !l'n July Increase 
. number.ad- numbezied- (7-) .or de

crease{-) 

In July 
w.as-

Jn June 
w.as-

Increase 
C+) or de
.crease(-) 

Total 1------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2,.512, '211 ' "2,510, 950 +i, 261 .$1,221, 7'2 .$1, 191, 111 +sao. 57l 
1~~~~-~~~~~--1-~~~~~-~~~~ll~~~~-I-~~~~ 

Agencies exclusive of Department of Defense------------- -------- ----------------- 1, !<!6,489 1, 438, 711 -2, 222 689, 353 661, 420 +27, 933 
Department of Defense----------------------------------- ---- ---------- ----- 1, 075, 722 ' i,072, 239 +3,483 532, 389 li29, 751 +2, 638 

1========:::1=======~========1=========11========~======== 
Inside the United States __ -------------------------------------------------------- 2, 347,.27-8 2, 350, 392 
Outside the United States--------------------------···---------------------------- 164;933 160, 5'58 
Industrial employment_ ___________________________ ·-------------------------- 574,:502 '573, 476 

Foreign nationals ___ ----------------------~--------- - -------------------------------- 17Q, 312 171, 143 

-3, 114 -------------- -------------- -----------
+4, 375 -------------- -------------- --------------
+I, 026 - .s:u -------21;iii" -------27;~- ---------=-ai6 

1 Exclusive of foreign nationals shown in the last line of this summary~ 

Table I breaks 'Clown the above .figures on 
employment and pay by agencies. 

Table .II breaks clown the abov:e employ
ment figures to .show the number inside the 
United States bf -agencies. 

Table Ill breaks down the above employ
ment figures to show the number outside the 
United States by .agencies. 

Table .IV breaks down the a.hove employ-

ment figures to show the number in indus
trial-type actlvlties by agencles. 

Table V sbows .foreign .nationals by agen
cles not lnc1uded in tables I, II, m. and IV. 
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TABLE !.-Consolidated table of Federal peraonnel inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies dming August 

196B, and comparison with July 1962, and pay for July 1962, and comparison with June 1962 

Department or agency 

Executive departments (except Department of Defense): 
Agriculture.----- ___ ---_ ---------- _________ ---- ________________ ___ __ _ 
Commerce _______________ ------_____________________________________ _ 
Health, Education, and Welfare--------- ----------------------------Interior _______________________ ---- __________________________________ _ 
Justice. _________________ ----- ____________ ____ ____________ ------ _____ _ 
Labor -- --- --- ___ ----- __________ --- __________________________________ _ 
Post Office _____________ -----________________________________________ _ 
State 1 a _____ ----- ____________ ----- _____ __________ ___________________ _ 

Treasury ____ --------------------------------------_-----------------
Executive Office of the President: 

White House Office __ _________________ ------------------------------_ 

~~~~Y1 ~r t:~!~!~~t.AciVisers~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Executive Mansion and Grounds---------- -------------------------
National Aeronautics and Space CounciL---------------------------
National Security Council ____ _____________ -------------------------_ 
Office of Emergency Planning ___ --------------------------- ---- -- ---Office of Science and Technology ______________ ___ _____ ______________ _ 
President's Commission on Campaign Costs-------------------------

August 

110,834 
31, 392 
78, 638 
64,050 
32, 271 
8,855 

590, 632 
40,802 
84, 334 

334 
485 
59 
75 
23 
46 

483 
27 
1 

Personnel 

July 

111, 996 
31, 627 
78, 794 
64, 457 
32,342 
8,875 

591,334 
3 40,697 

84, 549 

444 
498 
67 
75 
23 
43 

505 
22 
1 

Increase Decrease 

------------ 1, 162 
------------ 235 
------------ 156 
------------ 407 
------------ 71 
------------ 20 
------- - ---- 702 

105 ------------
------------ 215 

110 
13 
8 

----------3- :::::::::::: 
------------ 22 

5 ------------

July 

$51,266 
18,323 
38, 589 
34, 169 
20,001 
3,934 

256, 445 
19,349 
46,894 

232 
395 
46 
36 
22 
31 

400 
22 
1 

Independent agencies: 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations_____ __________ 27 26 1 ------------ 19 
American Battle Monuments Commission--------------------------- 435 444 ------------ 9 87 
Atomic Energy Commission_________________________ ________________ 6, 932 6, 958 -- ---------- 26 4, 967 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System__________________ 599 609 ------------ 10 391 
Civil Aeronautics Board--------------------------------------------- 843 839 4 ----------- - 596 
Civil Service Commission_______ _____________ ________ ________________ 4, 162 4, 176 ------------ 14 2, 373 
Civil War Centennial Commission_________ ____________________ _____ _ 5 5 ------------ ------------ 4 
Commission of Fine A~ts--------------------------- ----------------- 6 6 ------------ ------------ 5 
Commission on Civil Rights----------------------------------------- 88 92 ------------ 4 52 
Delaware River Basin Commission___________ _______________________ 2 2 ------------ ------------ 2 

~!rmrE!:Et'11l~s~~~:~~t-~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ m· ----------2- :::::::::::: m 
Federal Aviation Agency_---------- --------------------------------- 44, 880 44, 719 161 ------------ 29, 544 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review__________________________ 7 7 ------------ ------------ 4 
Federal Communications Commission_______________________________ 1, 523 1, 533 ------------ 10 977 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation______________________________ 1, 264 1, 262 2 ------------ 790 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board·---------------------- ------------- 1, 210 1, 203 7 ----------- - 751 
Federal Maritime Commission__________ ______ _______________________ 179 186 ------------ 7 129 
Federal Mediation and Concili!ltion Service-------------------------- 379 372 7 ------------ 321 
Federal Power Commission.----------------------------------------- 1, 011 1, 005 6 ------------ 657 
Federal Trade Commission____ ___ ____ __ ______ _____ __________________ 1, 129 1, 133 --------- --- 4 741 
Foreigu Claims Settlement Commission_________ ___ _________________ 67 70 ------------ 3 49 
General Accounting Office.------------------------------------------ 4, 704 4, 702 2 ------------ 2, 900 
General Services Administration__ ______ ______________________ __ _____ 32, 214 31, 905 309 ----•------- 15, 187 
Government Printing Office__________________________________________ 7, 028 6, 959 69 ------------ 4, 017 
Housing and Home Finance AgenCY- -------------------------------- 13, 528 13, 634 ----- ------- 106 8, 024 
Indian Claims Commission________ ___________ _______ __________ ______ 24 24 ------------ ------------ 2'7 
Interstate Commerce Commission. ------ -------- -------------------- 2, 418 2, 442 ------------ 24 1, 598 
James Madison Memorial Commission----------------- ----------------- ------------- ------------------------------- (4) 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration_ ____________________ 24, 817 24, 389 428 ------------ 16, 592 
National Capital Housing AuthoritY------------- -------------------- 416 42'7 ------------ 11 185 
National.Capital Planning Commission_______ __ __ ______ _______ ______ 52 56 ------------ 4 38 
National Capital Transportation AgencY----------- --------~-------- 83 94 ------------ 11 59 
National Gallery of Art------------ -------------- --------------- ----- 319 324' ------------ 5 135 
National Labor Relation8 Board_____________ ___ _________ ____________ 1, 982 1, 964 18 ------------ 1, 283 
National Mediation Board------------------------------------------- 135 133 3 ------------ 103 
National Science Foundation---------------------------------------- 861 896 ------------ 35 555 
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commia5ion__________________ 4 5 ------------ 1 3 
Panama Canal_____________________________________________ __________ 14, 825 14, 703 122 --- - ------- - 4, 676 
President's Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity___ ______ 50 51 ------------ 1 33 
Railroad Retirement Board------------------------------------------ 2, 094 2, 141 ------------ 47 1, 117 
Renegotiation Board------------------------------------------------- 194 195 ------------ 1 153 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation_______ _____ _________ 165 171 ------------ 6 $105 
Securities and Exchange Commission________________________________ 1, 368 1, 349 . 19 ------------ 861 
Selective Service System---- ----------------------------------------- 6, 812 6, 826 ------------ 14 2, 129 
Small Business Administration____________________ __ ________________ 3, 220 3, 214 6 -----··----- 1, 938 
Smithsonian Institution_____________________________________________ 1, 338 1, 422 ------------ 84 679 
Soldiers' Home __ ---------------------------------------------------- 1, 047 1, 048 ------------ 1 349 

Pay (in thousands) 

June Increase Decrease 

$46, 898 $4,368 ------------
17, 565 758 ------------
36, 223 2,366 ------------
31,282 2,887 ------------
18, 990 1,011 ------------
4, 735 199 ------------

249, 288 7, 157 ------K465 20,814 -- ----2;ais-44, 576 ------------
259 ---------i5" 27 
380 ------------
38 8 ------------
33 3 ------------
19 3 ------------
31 ---------30· ------------

370 ------------
------------ 22 ------------

------------ ------------

: ~ --- • -----5- -----------~ 
4, 652 315 ------------

378 13 ---- ---- ----
564 32 ------------

2, 382 ------------ 9 
4 ------------ ------------

4~ ---------iii" :::::::::::: 
14~ ---------45· :::::::::::: 
163 1 -------- --- -

28, 110 1, 434 ------------
4 ------------ ------------

902 
747 
719 
121 
301 
62'7 
705 
46 

2, 773 
14,389 
3,821 
7, 751 

19 
1,500 

1 
16, 532 

179 
37 
50 

129 
1,217 

80 
528 

9 
4,671 

30 
1,068 

155 
$99 
813 

2,055 
1,824 

619 
317 

75 
43 
32 
8 

20 
30 
36 
3 

12'7 
798 
196 
2'73 

8 
98 ------- ----i 

---------50- ------------
6 
1 
9 
6 

66 
23 
26 

------------ 6 
5 ------------
3 ------------

49 ------------
---------$6- ___________ : 

48 
74 

114 
60 
32 

South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida Water Study Com-
mission____________________________________________________________ 59 61 ------------ 2 43 41 2 ------------

Subversive Activities Control Board_________________________________ 25 28 ------------ 3 22 23 

~:~1~~~~:::~~~0~ziiieci"st8te5:::::===:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: w ~ ----------i- :::::::::::: m ~g: 
•.rennessee Valley AuthoritY----------------------------------------- 18, 553 18, 354 199 ------------ 11, 274 11, 117 
Texas Water StudI Commissions_---------------------------------- ------------ 15 ------------ 15 12 6 
U.S. Arms Contro and Disarmament Agency__________________ __ ___ 99 90 9 ------------ 70 78 

~e~r~i:f~,r~~C:1~~~fi~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~~; ~ 1~~'. ~ ---------~~- --------205· 1:: ~ 1~; ~~~ 

50 --- - - -------
4 ------------

157 - -----------
6 ---- - -------

------------ 8 
191 - - ----------

3, 734 ·------------
------------ 25 Virgin Islands Corporation_ - ---------------------------------------- 724 · 697 2'7 ------------ 134 159 

1~~~~-1-~~~~11~~~~-1-~~~~1~~~~-1-~~~-1-~~~~·l-~~~-

Totalhexcluding Department of Defense.------------ -------------- 1, 436, 489 1, 438, 711 1,562 
2,222 

3, 784 689, 353 661, 420 29'~,933 1, 547 
Net c ange, excluding Department of Defense .. -------------------. __ " _________ ------------

1=========1========1========1========1=========1========1=========1======== 
Department of Defense: 

Office of the Secretary of Defense-- ---------------------------------
Department of the ArmY-------------------------------------------
Department of the Navy_- ------------------------ ---------- -------
Department of the Air Force----------------------------------------
Dcfense Atomic Support AgenCY----------~-------------------------
Defense Communications AgenCY-----------------------------------
Defense Intelligence Agency.----------------------------------------

8Af:S:r ~~~B1t:C!~::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
U.S. Court of Military Appeals _____ ·--------------------------------
Sec footnotes at end of table. 

1, 971 
6 395, 518 
7 348 446 

305:073 
2,084 

210 
200 

20,616 
1,004 

40 

1, 989 
a 394,042 

347,878 
-----"1;476" 

568 
303, 799 1,274 

2,077 7 
191 19 
231 19 

20,442 174 
l,O!iO ------------41 ..................... ..... 

18 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------·----45-

1 

1,466 
185, 152 
183,800 
150,374 

1,029 
107 
145 

9,257 
779 
32 

1, 411 
189,064 

a 180, 771 
149,626 

972 
105 
131 

6, 758 
809 
31 

55 ------------

------3;029- -------~~~=: 
748 ------------
57 ------------
2 ------------

14 -----------· 
_____ _ ::~~- ----------30 

1 ------------
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TABLE !.-Consolidated table of F~deral per.Bonnel inside and .outside the United States employed byJh.e execµtit?e aJJen.cies during August 
1962, and comparison with Tril:y 196~,, and pey for ,fv,ly 198'!,, -and comparis01t, 'Wiih ~une 196:!-Continued 

Personnel Pay (In thousands) 
Department or agency 

n.o;,:i.,~~=::f~=·~-------------------------------- - Augm~ July 36 -~:.3:,a_548:•~--~- -~tt=-~ DooreM~ 
Internmional Military Aetl.vities___________________________________ 59 57 -------- 13 
Armed Forces Information and Education Activities_________________ ~15 406 $195 -------

~-----1-----1----- 1-----1------i----~ 
Total, Department of Defense ~------------------------------- -- 1, 075, 722 1,<07~:239 ti,, 600 3,, 962 
Net increase, Department of Defense ________________ ________ ____ __ ------------ ------------ 3, 483 , -------- ,______ 2,.638 

]uly 1une 

$18 .us 
-35 "iS 

J.95 - ------
532,.389 529,151 

Grand total, include Departmentu:fDefense _______________________ -2, .frl.2,211 .2,, '510,~50 15,Jlil-O J 3,849 J.,221.142 1,191,171 36,080 I 
Net increase, including Department ·of Defense ____________________ ------------ ----------- l, 761 ---------- ----- .31.l,{''M 

'5,509 

1 August figure includes 15.,810 employees of the Agency for lntemational Develop
ment -as 'COmpared with lti.'688 in July and their pay. These AID tlgures include 
employees who a.re paid from foreign currencies def)osited by forelgn go~rnments in 
n trust fund !or this purpQSe. The August figure includes 3,'795 -Of these trust-fund 
employees and the July figure Includes 3,783. 

t August tlg:ure inclmles .895 employees of the Peace Corps ils compared witJh 851 in 
]uly and their pay. 

a Revised on basis of later information. 

•Less thanJSOO. 
~ Agency abolished pursuant to .P.ubliC Laiv 85-843. 
,. Subject to 1evision. 
v Includes8121oreignl1Ationals.transferredto the.regular payroll who wereipreviously 

reported in table V oI this report. · 
•Exclusive DI personnel .and pay .ol the Central Intelligence Agency .and the Na

tional Security A~ency. 

TABLE IL-Federal personnel inside the United States employed by the executiv.e agencies during Augu.st 1962, and comparnon with 
July l..96,~ 

Department or agency 

Executive departmmts (except Depa1tment 
o! Defen~e): Agriculture ___________________________ _ 

Commerce-_---------------- --- -----------Health, Education, ~nu Welfare _________ _ 
Interior_---------------------------------
Justice __ --- ________ ------- -- - -- - ------ --
Labor_---------------------------------
Post Office __ -----------------------------
State 1.,_ -------------------------------
Treasury_---------------- -----------------

Executive Office of the Pres1dent: 
White House Office_--------------·-----
Bureau of tbe Budget-.._ ----------------
Council of Economic A.d:visers _________ ~--
Executtve Mansion and Grounds ________ _ 
National .Aeronautics and 'Space Council __ 
National Security CounciL _____________ _ 
-Office of Emergency Planning ___________ _ 
Office of Science and Technology _____ _ 
President's Commission on Campa1gn 

Costs-----------------------------------
Independent agencies: 

Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations----------------------

America.n Battle Monuments Commission_ 
Atomic Energy Commission ____________ _ 
Boa.rd of Governors of the Federal Reserve 

System ___________ -------- ______ -------
Civil Aeronautics Board __________________ _ 
Civil Service Commission ______________ _ 
Civil War Centennial 'Commission _______ _ 
Commission of Fine.Arts ______________ _ 
Commission on Civil Rights ____________ _ 
Dela.ware River Basin Commission.. ______ _ 
Export-Import Bank of Washington _____ _ 
Farm Credit Adminlstration ____________ _ 
Federal Aviation Agency _________________ _ 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Boa.rd af Review_ 
Federal Communications Commission ___ _ 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora.tlon __ _ 
Federal Home Loan B:mk Board_ ________ _ 
'Federal Maritime Commission ___________ _ 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation 'Serv-

ice ______ ---- ___ -- ---- - - - --- -- --- --- - - - - - -Federal Power Commission _____________ _ 
Federal Trade Commission ______________ _ 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission __ _ 
General Accounting Office _______________ _ 
General 'Services Administration _________ _ 
Government Printing Office __________ _ 
Housing and Home Finance Agency ______ _ 
Indian Claims .CDmmission __________ _ 
Interstate Commerce Commission ________ _ 
National Aeronautics and Space .Admin-istration _____________________________ _ 
National Capital Houslng Anthority ___ _ 
National Capital Plaun1n,g Commlssian __ _ 
National Capital Transportation Agency __ 

August 

i-09, 7i4 
30, 749 
78~102 
63,554 
31,925 
.S,7'47 ' 

589, 186 
10, 551 
'8,'1,726 

334 
. 4S5 

'59 
7fi 
23 
-46· 

483 
27 ... 

1 

27 
'8 

-6,1l61 

599 
842 

4, 158 
5 
6 

88 
'2 

273 
237 

43, 907 
7 

1,521 
1,262 
1,210 

179 

:879 1 
1,011 
1,i29 

'63 
4,'616 

32,ZM 
71 D28 

13,347 
24 

~.US ' 

24,805 
.. lil ' 

52 
83 

July In- De-
'CJ'-ease , crease 

110, 840 -------- 1, 126 
30,WO -------- '214 
78, 2M · -------- 152 
63,963 409 
31,996 71 

8, 784 37 
589,'896 710 

.a i<l, 561 10 
83,'943 217 

4« 
'(98 
67 
'75 
23 
43 

505 
22 

110 
13 
8 

------3-1 :::::::: 
-------- 22 

5 -------

i -------- --------

26 1 --------
8 -------- --------

6,'928 27 

il0.9 -------- 10 
l!38 4: --------

4, i72 -------- 14 
ii -------- -------
'6 -------- --------

92 4 
'2 -------- ------

.273 -------- --------
'235 2 --------

43', 767 '140 --------

ti., @i :::::::: -------9 
1, 260 ·2 --------
J., '203 I 7 --------

186 I-------- 7 

'372 'ti :--------
1, 005 6 . -------
1,133 4 

iXl ------- 3 
4, 614 ' 2 ' --------

31, 1!95 309 --------.6,:959 69 , __ _ 
13, 4'55 -------- 108 

~. ~ I::::::::: ------ii 
24,a77 ."2s 1 ______ _ 

4Zl 11 ,: --------, it 
1 August !figure includes ~,891 employees of the Agency for International Develop. 

ment as compared with.2,808hl July. 
2 August figure includes 669 employees of the Peace Corps as compared with ~ 1n 

July. 

Department or .ageacy ! August 

lnd~i~~\~~~~:;f~~~~-----·-
National LOOor Relations Board _______ _ 
NRtiona1 Mediation Boar.d _______________ · 
National Science Foundation_ __________ _ 
Outdoor Recr.eation Resouroes Review Commission ___________________________ _ 

Panama Cana.L_ -----------------------
President's Commission .on Equal Em-ployment -Opportunity _____ . ________ _ 
Railroad Retirement Boa.rd-------------
Renegotiat!on Board __ -----------------
St. Lawrence Seaway Devcelopment ·Cor-poration ________________________________ _ 
Securities ftnd Exchange Commission _____ _ 
Selective Service .System ___ ---------------Small Business Administr.ation _________ _ 
Smithsonian lnsliitution.. _______________ _ 
Soldier's Home ____ ______________________ _ 
.South C1uolina, .Qooi:gia, Alabama, and 

.319 
1,:949 

135 
.850 

' 172 

'liO 
2,094 

194 

.165 
1.368 
6,.658 
.3,:173 
1,.327 
1,0l7 

Florida Water Study Commission_______ 59 
Subversive A-ctivitiesCont£ol Boa.rd______ 25 
TaritI Commission __ --------------------- 280 Tax Court of the United.States ___________ , 1151 
Tennessee Valley Authority_____________ 18,.551 
Texas WaterStudyCommissionJ _________ , ---·-----·-·-' 
U.S. Arms Control :and ;rnsarmament 

Agency _________ ------------------------- '99 
U.S. Information A:genCY------------------ .3, 100 
Veterans' Administration______________ 176, 010 

July fn- De-
.crease crease 

324 ----- 5 
ti., 1131 18 --------

133 :2 --------
.1186 36 

.5 ------- 1 168 ' " , ______ _ 

lil --- 1 
2, 1•U I ------ 47 

195 1 

171 -------- 6 
1.M9 J.9 ------
'6,671 ------ 13 
:3,11>7 ' .& --------
1, toO 82 
1,0IS 1 

61 -------- 2 
28 I -------·- 3 

i:: -----.r :::::::: 
~852 199 -------

15 15 
I 

'90 '41 --------
'3, 092 ' 14 --------

U.6,.200 , -------- 199 _ _______ ___, __ _ 
Total~-eicluding De}W.rimcnt of Defense_ 1,.374, 380 l, 376, 897 i,'257 '3, 774 
Net aeerease, excluding Department ..oI 

Defense------------------------------- ---------- ---------- 2,J>L7 

Department of Defense: 
<Office ol -the Secretary-Of DeJense_ --------Department of the Army _________ _ 
Department of.the Navy _______________ _ 
Department'Of tbe Mr Force_------------
Defense Atomic Support Agency_---------
Defense •Communications Agency _____ ----
Defense Intelligence Agency ____________ _ 

~~~~~( tlefi1t!r~=::::::::::::==== U.'8. Qomt.of Military Appeals ___________ _ 
Interdepartmental Aotiwties_ ------------
Internstionl!A Military Acti~ties_ -------
Armed Forces Information ·and Education 

Activities _____ ------------------------

'l,'913 
J 343,.322 

324, '526 
'278, (50 

.2,08' 
'203 
250 

'20,.61.6 
J.,l()M 

40 
36 
39 

1.933 
.3",323 
.324,.900 
Z17~831 61D 

.z,on 1 
IM 19 
'231 19 

20 
1,001 

376 

2Cj: ~ ' ---~: ------46 
(1 ' ------- 1 
36 ; ------ -------
.39 -------- --------

.4()6 9 --------

Total, Department of D.efense________ 972, 898 '973, 495 &7 1, «4 
Net ·decrease, De}W.r.tment:ofDefense __ ------- -------- .69

1

7 

Grand total, Including Department of 
Defense _________________ 2,34-7,'278 2.3ft0,392 ~10! 5, 218 

Net decrease, including Depar:tment.of 
])efense ___ ------------------- ____ ___: --- a, 11-i 

I Revlsed·on basis of later Wonnation. 
• .Qency abolished plWllJAilt to .PUblic Law 115-8!3. 
1 Subject to revision. 

I 
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TA:BLE n1:-Fede1·al personnel ouJside the United Stmes employed by the executi»e agencies during August 1962, and compariBon with July 

1962 

Department or .agency .Auguat Jul:y In- De- Department or agency Arugost · 1uq I In- De-
crease crease aease crease 

----------------11------------ ----------------·1--------------
Executive departments {except Department of 

Defense): 
AgricultunL------------------------------
Commerce-----------------------------Health, Education. and Welfare __________ _ 
Intel'lor ___ . --------------------------' 
Justice_---·---------------------------
Labor __ -----------------------------------
Post Office __ ----------- ___ ----------------State I J ______________________________ _ 

Treasury----------------------------------
Independent agencies: 

Amooican Ba1itleMonuments Commission_ 
Atomic Energy Commission _____________ _ 
Civil Aeronautics Board __________________ _ 

Civil .Berivice Commission..---------------Federal Aviation Agency _________________ _ 
Federal Communications Commission ____ _ 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation._ __ 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission__ 
Genera1 Accounting Office ______________ _ 
General Services Administmtfon _________ _ 
Housing1W.d Home Finance Agency _____ _ 
National Aeronantic.s and Space Adminis-

tration ______ ------- __ ------------------· 
N-ational Laaor Relations Board _________ _ 
National Science Foundation _____________ _ 
Panama Canal_---------------------------

1, 120 
643 
536 
496 
846 
108 

1.446 
30. 251 

608 

427 
.31 

1 
4 

.973 
2 
2 
4 

88 
10 

181 

12 
33 
11 

14. 653 

l.lfi6 
637 
540 
494 
346 
91 

1.438 
13Q, 136 

006 

------ 36 
6 --------

----.---- 4 ' 
2 -------- ! 

17 --------
8 -------

115 f-------
2 --------

436 9 
30 1 --------1 I 

4 ===== === ======= I 9a2 , 21 -------
3 1 
.2 -------- --------
4 -------- --------

88 -------- --------
10 -------- --------

179 2 --------

12 -------- -------
.33 ' ---- --- --------
10 1 --------

14, 535 I 118 ------

1nd~fe1~J:! ~~~~~~-------------Small Business Administration_ ________ _ 
Smithsonian Institution __________________ _ 
Tennessee Valley Authority ______________ _ 
U.S. Information Agency _________________ _ 
Veterans' Administration _________________ _ 
Virgin Islands Corporation _______________ _ 

JM 
·47 
n 

2 
8, 171 
1,014 

724 

iUi5- --------
47 ---- -·-------
13 2 

8.13~ -----34- :::====~ 
l, 020 -------- -0 

697 27 --------

Total, excluding Department of Defense_ 62.109 61, 814 
Net increase, excluding Department of 

'354 

295 

59 

Defense_------------- -- _______ : ________ ---- - _ --- ------ ----
====-~---

Department of Defense: 
Office of the SecretarY. of Defense _______ __ _ 
Uepartment<0f the Army ___ .: ___ ______ ; ___ _ 
DepaiUnent of the Navy _________________ _ 
Deparwient of th~ A~ Force ____________ _ , 
Defense ·Communtcat1onsAgency _______ _ 

56 ! 2 I--------
'149. 719 2.47.7 --------

2'2,976 '9U --------
26, 968 655 --------

7 , -------- -------International Military Aet'ivlties. ______ __ _ 18 2 --------

Total, Department.of Defense_________ 102. SU :98. 1« 4,080 ------
Net increase, Department.of Defense ____ ---------------- {.080 

G~~~:-~~~~~~--~~~~~~~-~!_, 164, 933 160, S58 UM i--59-
Net increase, incl11ding Ii>{lpartment oI 

Defellse---------------------------- ------ ------ 4, 375 
,1 

i August figure includes 12,919 employees.(()f the-Agency ·for International Develop
ment asrompared wilh 12,880in1uly. TheseAIDliguresinclude.-employeeswbo are 
paid from forelgu currencles deposited by foreign governments in a trust fund for this 
purpose. The August1lgure includes 3,795 of these trust fund employees and the July 
figureiincludes~, 783. 

2 August figure includes 226 enwloyecs .ol the P.eace C.orps a11 oomoared with 182 in 
1uly. -

a .Re:visedmi basis of later information. 
• Subject to revision. 
l Includes 812 foreign.nationals transferred to the !llgular payroll who were p1:eviou.sly 

reported in table V of this report. 

TABLE IV.-Industrial employees of the Federal Government inside and .outside the United States employed by the executive agencies .during 
August 19621 and comparison with July 1962 

Department or agency August 1uly In- De- Department or agency . I _kugtlllt 1ul_y fn- De-
crease crease 

~-------------~-.1----1-----~----

Executive departments(except Department of 
Defense): 

Agriculture __________________ ·--------'---
Commerce ____________ ----_ --- __ --_ ---_ ---_, Interior _________________________ _ 
P-OSt O.ffice__ ______________ ·------------
Treasury _ - - ------------------------------

lndepen.dent agwcies: Atomic Energy Commission _______________ , 
Federal Aviation Agency ________________ _, 
OilDCralServil.'eS Admlnistl'ation ___________ , 
Governmmit Printing Office.-------------
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-tration __________________________________ _ 
Panama Canal ______________________ _ 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corpo- , ration ___________________________________ _ 
Tennessee V:slley Authority.------------Virgin Islands Corporation.. _____________ _ 

3,, 7JO 
5, 727 
~'658 

.252 
'5,193 

2G9 
2,.905 
1,699 
7,028 

24,817 
?, •572 

132 
15,490 

724 

.3, 879 ---- ----' 140 
5, 884 -------- l.57 
8, 723 . -------- 65 

254 ------- '2 
5, 144 49 ( -------

271 r _______ 2 
2. 833 :n _______ _ 

l:~~ -----iiii- m 

24,389 
7,310 

428 --------
262 --------

'133 ' --------' 1 
il5, 321 169 ------- ' 

697 27 --------

Department of Defense: 
D{lpartment of the Army: 

Inside the United States _______________ 1 144, 350 1144, 786 -------- 436 
Outside the U.nited States_____________ 1.4, 750 l 4,-0M · 199 --------

Department-Of tbe Navy: . Inside the United States_ _____________ _ 
Outside the United States ____________ _ 

Department of the Air Force: Inside the U.nited States ______________ _ 
Outside the United States __ ----------

Defense Supply Agency: 

2o.l, 353 
•t,264 

.135,460 
1,052 ' 

2.01, 7jg ! ------ .395 
4li8 806 --------

133, 125 
1,063 

335 --------
11 

Inside the United States_____________ 2,008 2,07.8 ------- 10 
---~---------

Total, Department"'Of Defense.______ -490, 297 489,D 1,.340 · 852 

:;::er:;:~:::;;:~::-, --------- -------- ~, 
of Defense __ ------------------- 574, 502 , 673, (76 :J,'416 1,.390 

Net increase, including Departm~t 

Total,<exclu<Ung DepartmentofDefense.. .M, 205 .83, 667 1, 076 538 orn_., __ ----------------------·: -------- -------- '.'j'• 
Net increase, excluding Department of 

Defense _______________________________ --------- --------- Ji38· 

1 Subject to Tevlsion. 
s Revised on basis of later information. 

a lm:lodes•8l2 foreign nationals transferred to regular rolls previously reported in table 
V of tbis.r.eport. -

T .A:BLE V.-Foreign nationals working 1lnder U.S. agencies over3eas, excluded from tables I through !Y of this report, whose 11ervices are 
provided by \contractual agreement .between the United States and foreign governments, or because <>f the nature .of .their work ~r the sowrce 
of funds from which they are paid, as Bf Augiu8t 1962, and comparison .with July 1962 

Country 

Australia ___________ :_ __________________________ _ 

CanadL----------------------------------
Crete--------------------------------
England-------------------------------------
France. -- ------------------------ --- - -- --·------OilrmanY-------------------------------Greece----------------------------Greenland.-------------------------------------
1aparL-----------------------------------
Kocea. ----------------------------Morocco.------------------------------------Netherland!.. _______________________ _ 
Trinidad_ ________________________________ _ 

Tot1iL----------------------------------· 

1 Revised on basis of later information. 

CVIll-1383 

Total Navy Air Force 
National Aeronautics 

and 'Space Adminis
tration 

August i .July Aqgust ,1uly 1u1y , August July 1uly 

1 
36 
60 

3,290 
22,439 . 
:8(),900 I 

261 
128 

13, 713 l 
.6,212 
'2, 568 

54 
660 ' 

170,312 

'3~ ------------ --------- ------------ ------------ ---------36" -------36- ----------- -·---------------------- -------------i ------------ ------------
3, i: ------------ ------------ ---------9i- --------1-.gg- 3, 1:J 3, o: ::::::::::: ============ 

22. 728 -----is:75i- -----is:..521· 11 11 3, 677 4, 196 _______________________ _ 

80, ::; ----:-~:~~- -----~::~~ ---------~~- ---------~~- 12, ~ 12, ~ ' :::::::::::: :::::::::::: 
133 128 133 ------------ ------------54, 452 -----i9;278" -----i9;iii8- ----;14;~- ----ti5;~- 19, 931 . ~g,'919 --------- ------------

6, 164 .6,.212 6,lM ----------- -------- ---------- -----~--------- -----------
2, 540 ------------. --------- 763 766 t. 805 1, 774 ------------ ------------

53 ----------- ____ , ________ ------------ ------------ M IS3 ---------- -----------
'61{ . ------------ ---------; 660 614 ------------ --------- ------ ----------

in,143 112,286 n1,8·18 t6,016 16,~ 42,000 a,495 l 1 

'Excludes 812 employees transferred to regular rolls and now reported in tables I. 
III, and IV of this report. 
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD ·OF VIRGINIA 
Executive agencies of the Federal Govern

ment reported civilian employment in the 
month of August totaling 2,612,211. This 
was a net increase of 1,261, as compared with 
employment reported in the preceding 
month of July. 

Civilian employment reported by the ex
ecutive agencies of the Federal Government, 
by month in fl.seal year 1963, which began 
July 1, 1962, follows: 
July: 

Employment-- - --- - ·---------- - 2, 510, 950 
Increase___ ____________ __ ______ 14,455 
I>ecrease________________ ____ __ - - - - --- -

August: Employment _____ ______ ___ ____ 2, 512,211 

Increase-----------·-·--- - - ----- 1, 261 
Decrease_________________ ____ _ - -------
Total Federal employment in civilian agen

cies for the month of August was 1,486,489, 
a decrease of 2,222 as compared with the 
July total of 1,438,711. Total civilian em
ployment in the military agencies in August 
was 1,075,722, an increase of 3,483 as com
pared with 1,072,239 in July. 

Civilian agencies reporting larger decreases 
were Agriculture Department with 1,162, Post 
omce I>epartment with 702, and Interior De
partment with 407. The largest increase was 
reported by National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration with 428. 

In the Department of Defense, increases in 
civilian employment were reported by De
partment of the Army with 1,476, the Depart
ment of the Air Force with 1,274, and the De
partment of the Navy with 568. 

Inside the United States, civilian employ
ment decreased 3,114 and outside the United 
States, civilian employment increased 4,376. 
Indust rial employment by Federal agencies 
in August totaled 574,502, an increase of 
1,026. 

These figures are from repc:..rts certified by 
the agencies as compiled by the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Fed
eral Expenditures. 

FOREIGN NATIONALS . 

The total of 2,512,211 civilian employees 
certified to the committee by Federal agen
cies in their regular monthly personnel re
ports includes some foreign nationals em
ployed in U.S. Government activities abroad, 
but in addition to these there were 170,812 
foreign r:ationals working for U.S. agencies 
overseas during August who were not 
counted in the usual personnel reports. The 
number in July was 171,148. A breakdown 
of this emplo~ment for August follows: 

Country 

Australia ____ __ _ 
Canada_--- -- -
Crete_------ -- 
England __ -- ---France ___ __ ___ _ 
Germany ___ __ _ 
Greece_- ------ -Greenland ____ _ 
1apan _______ __ _ 
Korea __ _______ _ 
Morocco ______ _ 
Netherlands __ _ 
Trinidad _____ _ _ 

Total Army Navy Air NASA 
Force 

1 
36 
60 

3,290 
22, 439 
80, 990 

261 
128 

53, 713 
6,212 
2,568 

54 
560 

:::::::: ::::::: ----36-
-- ------ - ----- - 60 

91 3, 199 
18, 751 11 3, 677 
68, 045 f!fl 12, 858 

------- - ------ - 261 
- ---- - -- - - ---- - 128 
19, 278 14, 504 19, 931 ----- - -

6, 212 - - - ---- - - --- - - -- ---- -
763 1, 805 -- ---- -

- - ----- - --- - -- - 54 --- - - --
560 --- ---- --- - -- -

TotaL ___ 170, 312 112, 286 16, 016 42, 009 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. KJ!'lATXNG: 
s. 3777. A bill for the relief of Biagio 

Forgione; 

S. 3778. A bill for the relief of Mannor Lee; 
and 

s. 3779. A bill for the relief of Jackson 
Lum; to the Committee o.n the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
s. 8780. A bill to simplify, modernize, and 

consolidate the laws relating to the em
ployment of civilians in more than one 
position and the laws concerning the civilian 
employment of retired members of the uni
formed services, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JAVITS when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. KUCHEL: 
S. 3781. A bill for the relief of Ingrid 

Davis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McGEE (for himself and Mr. 

HICKEY): 
S. 3782. A bill to amend the act of Sep

tember 22, 1961, providing for the Peace 
Corps; to ·the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tion~ · 

(See the remarks of Mr. McGEE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts: 
S. 3783. A bill for the relief of Orazio Sant

angelo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ENGLE: 

S. 3784. A bill to extend and strengthen 
the Federal air pollution control program; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
UNITED STATES, BRITISH, AND 

FRENCH RIGHTS IN BERLIN 
Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr. 

MORSE) submitted a concurrent resolu
tion <S. Con. Res. 97) ·concerning United 
States, British, and French rights in 
Berlin, .which was referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. · 

(See the above concurrent resolution 
printed in full wheri submitted by Mr. 
JAVITS, which appears under a separate 
heading.) 

CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT OF RE
TffiED OFFICERS OF UNIFORMED 
SERVICES 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk, for appropriate reference, a bill 
to simplify, modernize, and consolidate 
the laws relating to the employment of 
retired members of the Armed Forces in 
civilian positions of the U.S. Govern
ment. I have long recognized the need 
to permit such officers to be employed by 
the Government since their technical 
skills are extremely valuable for our na
tional security. 

As it stands now, existing law con
sists of an 1894 act and a maze of ad hoc 
amendments to that act. ·The purpose 
of these amendments was to extend 
rather than restrict the eligibility of re
tired officers to accept civilian positions 
with the Government, but with the great 
changes in wages and prices since 1894, 
the monetary limitations in the basic act 
have becomP. so restrictive that many 
conflicting exemption provisions have 
made enforcement arbitrary, cumber
some, and inadequate. 

I first introduced in the 86th Congress 
a bill, S. 2703, calling for a study by the 
Civil Service Commission of the entire 

field of laws affecting the employment 
of retired officers and the submission to 
the Congress of a draft bill codifying and 
revising the laws. The bill also provided 
for temporary permission to employ re
tired officers in civilian positions with 
partial retirement pay. Again in the 
87th Congress, I introduced substantial
ly the same bill ass. 1103. 

However, the Civil Service Commis
sion has now conducted the comprehen
sive study on this situation which my bill 
called for, and the study has resulted in 
a draft proposal which I am introducing 
today, fulfilling the purpose of my ear
lier bills. The proposal has been devel
oped with the concurrence of the De
partment of Defense and the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

This measure, if accepted· by the Con
gress, would, by permitting a combina
tion of retired pay in the amount of 
$2,000 per year plus one-half of the bal
ance, correct a situation that has become 
increasingly dangerous. Now more than 
ever, we need experienced, highly trained 
men and women working in all phases of 
the Government. The training and ex
pertise which officers of the Armed Forces 
have gained during their military service 
are a great asset to the Government and 
should be utilized rather than wasted, 
and I urge strongly that action be taken 
on this bill as a reasonable solution to 

· the problem. 
Mr. President, the bill is the result of 

the work of a subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Government Operations, which 
has been presided over by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the 
Subcommittee on National Policy Ma
chinery. We have become so impressed 
with the need for highly trained men 
that it is almost inconceivable that we 
should bar ourselves from the use of 
former military .officer,g because of the 
complications which we introduce as to 
their pension rights and pension income. 
This bill was drafted by the Civil Service 
Commission; and I hope very much the 
Senator from Arkansas will support it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will it be referred 
to the Committee on Government Op
erations? 

Mr. JAVITS. I believe it will be re
ferred to our committee, and I hope very 
much we can consider it. 

I thank the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course we can

not take action on it this session. 
Mr. JAVITS. I understand. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. But we shall have 

it in mind during the adjournment, and 
also when we reconvene. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MUSKIE in the chair) . The bill will be 
received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 3780) to simplify, modern
ize, and consolidate the laws relating to 
the employment of civilians in more than 
one position and the laws concerning the 
civilian employment of retired members 
of the uniformed services, and for other 
purposes, introduced by Mr. JAVITs, was 
received, read-twice by its title, and re
ferred to the. Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 
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AMENDMENT OF;PEACE .-CORPS_. 

ACT· --
pers .. which was .ordered to lie on the 
table and t.o be printed. 

costs oI their European competitors. Yet 
the export pr.lees of the ,forelgn firms 
have averaged 30 percent belciw those of 

Mr. McGEE. · Mr. President. ·· today 'I the Amer1ean oonapanies. · _ 
am introducing- !or myself and· my-col- ADDREssEs, EDrroRIALS, · ARTI- , The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. Under 
league, the junior Senator · fro.Di Wyo- ~LES, ·ETC., PRINTED IN THE the 3-mlnute limitation, Ule time avail-
ming !Mr. HICKEY], a bill to amend the RECORD able to the senator from Tennessee has · 
Peace Corps Act. Few .humanitarian expired. . 
projects have ·so-stirred the imagination On request, and by unanimous con- Mr. NIANSFIELD. Mr. ;President, I 
of the American people or have demon- sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., ask unanimous consent that the senator 
strated so graphically the force of tbe were ordered to be printed in the REc- from Tennessee may proceed for 3 addi:.. 
American spirit and the ability of the in- ORD, as f<>llows: tional minutes. 
dividual American to use .his ingenuity l3y Mr. WILEY! The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
and dedication to freedom to help his .statements by him, Tela.ting to the major out objection, it is 80 ordered. 
fellow man. problems facing the Nation. Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sena-

As living examples of the value of the c~~· ~=~ of state Dean tor from Montana. . 
democratic way of life, it seems to Die Rusk. made on the television program .. News .Mr. President, although wage rates in 
only Just that the members of the Peace and comment," on September 30, 1962. the U.S. steel industry are much higher 
Corps stationed in f orei.gn countries have than those in Europe, so also is produc-
the right to participate in democracy tivity. According to the most reliable 
through the ballot box. This bill. would STEEL PRICE DECREASE "BY KAISER statistics, productivity in the U.S. steel 
help them obtain that :right by bringing STEEL CO. mms ts twice as great as that m Euro-
Peace Corps members under the F1ederal Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, yes- pean steel mills. Fringe benefits are 
Voting Assistance Act. terday I was delighted to learn that one considerably higher than 1n the United 

The Members of this body will re- Anlerican steel company-the Kaiser States. Moreover, the U.S . . steel 1ndus.
member that a mmilar proviso was in- 'Steel co.-still believes ,in the law of try enjoys a distinct advantage over its 
eluded in the Peace Corps bill :as it was supply and demand. and has made a European competitors in the oost of cok
passed. by -the Senate in the first :ses- substantial cut in the .Price it -charges ing ooal and in the cost of Iron ore. The 
sion of the Congress. H-0wever, the for various steel products. I feel quite price which the U.S. steel industry has 
House of Representatives did not con- sarethat at the reduced prices, this com- to pay for coking coal-one of the chief 
cur and eliminated that section from the pany will make a good proftt for its ingredients In making steel-ls a little 
bill. stockholders and will increase its busi- less than half the price for the Euro-

At this time in the adjournment race ness. This is the ftrst time in many pean companies. 
I am not optimistic over chances for years that a steel company has made a Our investigation of the steel industry 
passage of this bill. But I think it is :reduction in its prices, other than in was thwarted by the unfortunate deci
.impartant that the Senate go on record the prices of some extras or specialties. .sion of the fl.ill Judiciary Committee not 
a.S favoring the strengthening of the The general rule has been that prices to allow the Antitrust and Monopoly 
voting rights of the Peace Corps mem- have been raised by one company, and Subcommittee to obtain certain informa
bers~ then all th~ other companies have tion which it badly needed, and which 

These dedicated people serve our-Na- raised their prices. to meet the so-called it was willing to get under conditions of 
tion and tbe concept of freedom and hu- "competition." That is what former secrecy which would not have identified 
man dignity at a considerable personal Senator O'Ma.honey used to call upside the returns made by particula-r com
and financial hardship. It is only just down competition. pa.nies. But we were able tn get into the 
that we permit them to participate fully This action by the Kaiser steel eo. record, UPOn the questioning of Mr. Pat
in the political system they serve .so is a return to the old-style competitive ton, of the Republic Steel Co., ample in
wen. price rivalry which made America pre- formation to prove the po.int I have just 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The eminent in world trade. It will ease made; namely., that the U.S. steel in
bill will be received and appropriately our balance-of-payments problem, will dustry's costs of production are no high
refeued. - create jobs for American steelworkers, er, and probably are less, than those .of 

The bill ·<S. 3782) to amend the act of and in the long run will beneftt both the its European competitors. So the action 
September 22, 1961, providing ior the Kaiser st-eel co. and the u.s. steel ln- of the Kaiser Steel Co. ln reducing the 
Peace .Corps, introduced by Mr. McGEE dustry generally:. prices it charges for the steel it produces 
<f<?r h1D1Se1f and Mr 1:IICK~Y), was re- - At tbe present time we are faced with is very important. I congratulate the 
eeived.. read twice ~Y i·ts titl-e.. ~d r-e- a situation in whlch we have been los- Kaisei: Steel Co.; and I think the actiqn 
fer.red to the Committee on Foreign :ae.. ing i0ur f oi·eign markets and also have it has taken will mean more work for 
lations. been looing .a good deal ·of our domestic American. steelw:o.rkers, more foreign 

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REV
ENUE CODE OF 1954, RELATING 
TO LIMITATION ON RETIREMENT 
INCOME-AMENDMENT 

market in steel; and many of our steel trade, less loss -of our exports, and .a re
eompa'nies have been operating at ap- gaining of some of our foreign markets. 
proximately 50 percent of their capacity. This ls the first time there has 'been any 
With lower prices, these companies can real competition ln the steel industry 
get ·more business, can operate their since the time o! 'Mr. Gary, 1n the early 
plants nearer capacity, and can better 1930's; and if this .action is followed. by 

Mr. MILLER f!ubmitted an amend- compete with steel companies in the other companies, it bodes well for the 
ment, 1ntended.'to be proposed by .him, to United states and elsewhere. future --commerce .and welfar-e ot the 
the bill (H.R. '6371) to amend section 37 This price reduction is the nrst sig- United States. 
.of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 - nifleant reduction in the price 'Of finished - Mr. President, I 'ask unanimous con
with respect to the limitation on r.etir.e- steel since the early 1930's. 'This action sent to .have printed at this point in the 
ment income, whieh was ordered to lie .supports the position I have taken for a REcoRD an article giving the details of 
<>n the table and to be printed. number of years; namely, that the price the price cut made by the Kaiser Steel 

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF 
· ·DUTIES ON CORKBOARD 'INSULA

TION AND CORK STOPPERS--
. AMENDMENT -

· of··steel is too high. Co. The article was published this 
If -rthe other steel companles in the morning in the Wall Street Journal. 

United · States follow ·the lea<l of the There being no objeetlon, the article 
Kaiser Steel Co., they can begin to re- was ordered ·to be printed in the RECORD, 
capture some of the markets, ·both at .as iollows; 
home and abroad, that they have lost K.m;a ST.l:B:L ·ciOTS Pm:CES $12 A ToN, PA&INa 

. Mr . .SMATHERS submitted an amend- _ to foreign .competitors. As is amply WEST's .H:tsTomc ~u.s. STEEL 
ment, intended to be proposed by him_. to demonstrated by evidence introduced To MAre:s: Bms m Am, as MAT BETHLE-
the bill <H.R 12213) to provide for the into hearings 2 weeks ago, there appears HEM,' <;>THERs MAT VACATE REGION 

temporary suspension of the duties on - -to be little difference between the unit Kaiser steel Corp. slashed its prices an 
corkboard 1nsu1ation and on cork stop- costs of U.S. producers of st-eel ·and the average -of $12 ~ton 1n a move tllat wiped 
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out most of the historic difference between 
steel prices on the west coast and the rest 
of the Nation. · 

Edgar F. Kaiser, chairman of the California 
producer, said the main purpose of the re
ductions was to el1minate the regional dif
ferential. He also said the move will enable 
Kaiser to reach further east for business, 
"make the West more competitive domes
tically" and "materially assist in combating 
foreign steel imports to the west coast." 

Leslie B. Worthington, United States Steel 
Corp. president, said in Pittsburgh that the 
Nation's largest steel prOducer's "schedule of 
prices will be revised so that we will remain 
competitive." A Bethlehem Steel Corp. 
spokesman said the "effect of this action on 
our pricing structure ls being given careful 
study." And a Republic Steel Corp. spokes
man in Cleveland said it would be "impos
sible" to meet the new prices and that the 
company would lose its small western mar
kets. 

A steel source in Pittsburgh said other pro
ducers probably won't trim published mlll 
prices. But, he added, these producers may 
increase concessions to the western market 
or !ace loss of west coast sales. 

Steel sources made clear the price cut was 
a blow to major competitors of Kaiser Steel. 
Major steelmakers have long been complain
ing about a cost-price squeeze and they were 
unable to win a price increase in April be
cause of heavy opposition from the Kennedy 
administration and refusal by Kaiser and two 
other producers to go along with the boost. 

COMPETITORS MAY MATCH CUTS 

Western steel mills traditionally have been 
able to charge a higher base price for their 
products because of costly freight charges on 
steel sent from the East and Midwest to Far 
Western markets. 

The new Kaiser prices will wipe qut most, 
but not all, of the traditional dUferential. 
The price on carbon plate, for example, was 
cut $14 a ton to $108, while other eastern 
mills are selling this product at $106 a ton. 
Hot-rolled sheet prices were reduced $12.50 a 
ton to $104 against $102 a ton charged by 
eastern mills. Canmaking tinplate prices 
were reduced by 55 cents a base box to $9.20, 
against $9.10 charged in the East. Continu
ous weld pipe prices were cut $20. These 
prices are f.o.b. the company's mill in Fon
tana, Calif. 

A Kaiser spokesman says that the com
pany has been considering this move for 
about 2 years. He said the company knew 
"something had to be done to make west 
coast steel prices more equitable with the 
rest of the country. Meanwhile, we've had 
financial borrowings and expansion programs 
which had to be worked out before we made 
the move." Kaiser finished a $214 million 
expansion program about 2 years ago. 

Steel sources in Pittsburgh said the Kaiser 
cuts will have the heaviest impact on United 
States Steel and Bethlehem, not only because 
they have plants on the west coast but also 
because they ship more steel to that market 
than most other companies. Steel execu
tives emphasized, however, that the cuts will 
hurt any company selling in the western 
market, and might even cut some com
panies out of the market altogether. 

Some eastern steel men indicated their 
companies will absorb the Kaiser cuts and 
try to hold onto the markets. One leading 
pipe producer that has been absorbing $15 a. 
ton in freight charges to get its steel to the 
west coast at Kaiser's old price :figures it will 
have to absorb $35 a ton in freight charges 
to remain competitive. Another mill that ls 
absorbing $22 a ton of a total freight charge 
of $38 a ton on plates figures it will have to 
pay $36 of the freight blll to meet Kaiser's 
price. · 

Some mills, however, said they doubt if 
they can make any money shipping to the 
West if they have to absorb the Kaiser cuts, 

which means they would have to give up the 
business. The Republtc spokesman, for in
stance, said it may be impossible for eastern 
mllls to absorb the cuts on some products, 
adding: "It costs $40 a ton Just to ship some 
steel products from Chicago to the west 
coast. And ea.stern mills are only operating 
on a 3Y:z percent margin on the sales dollar 
now anyway." 

A few steel men also raised the question 
of whether it will be necessary for ea.stern 
producers to meet the Kaiser prices to re
tain the western market on all products. An 
omcial of one tinplate maker, for ·instance, 
figures tinplate capacity on the west coast is 
less than half that required by canning com
panies in the region, which means some 
eastern mills might still be able to hold onto 
the market at a higher price. And some 
mllls that don't participate heavily in the 
west coast market agreed with one steel 
executive who said it "doesn't look as though 
the price cuts will have much significance 
in our operation." 

Some steel men believe heavy foreign com
petition was the big factor in some of the 
Kaiser price cuts. A west coast steel user 
said the new prices will "just about" bring 
Kaiser's prices in line with foreign steels. 
An eastern pipe producer said that between 
35 and 50 percent of the western pipe market 
has been taken by imports. And whlle for
eign competition has yet to gain a big foot
hold in the sheet and tinplate market, many 
American steel men fear the Japanese soon 
will be launching an attack in that area. 

IMPORT VOLUME RISES 

Volume of imported steel has risen sharply 
in southern California, according to the West 
Coast Metal Importers Association. The 
trade group said 61,580 tons of steel were 
processed through the Los Angeles and Long 
Beach, Calif., harbors during the month 
ended August 1, up from 33,357 tons in the 
1961 period. 

But increases in volume also were reported 
by Galveston, Tex., and New York, the second 
and third ranking steel importing harbors, 
the association said. Galveston handled 44,-
054 tons of imported steel during the month 
to August 1, up from 42,909 tons a year ear
lier. New York processed 42,395 tons, up 
from 33,500 tons. 

Steel demand generally has been slack 
lately as customers have reduced inventories 
built up as a strike hedge prior to the indus
try's labor accord with the United Steel 
Workers of America in late March. As a re
sult, steel operations haven't run as high as 
60 percent of capacity since early May, and 
some price weakness cropped up in the 
market during the summer months. 

While base prices on steel products weren't 
altered, the general price structure was weak
ened at the mill and warehouse level by a 
variety of concessions. They included elimi
nation of some extra charges, increased ab
sorption of freight charges and o~her kinds 
of allowances. Steel men say· this decline in 
the price of some steel products slowed this 
summer, but that there has been no general 
improvement in prices. 

Efforts by mllls to drum up business dur
ing this slack period have brought more 
competitive pressure on Kaiser Steel in its 
selling area. Steel omcials say, for example, 
that m11ls have been reaching farther to 
distant points on the west coast by absorbing 
additional freight charges, and that Kaiser 
also has been seeking new business by ship
ping to more distant consumers than pre
viously. 

introduced a bill to authorize Federal 
charters for mutual savings banks-S. 
3796, 86th Congress-that would result 
in a dual system for the mutual savings 
bank industry. That bill was subjected 
to careful study from several interested 
Federal agencies and private :financial 
groups. On September 11, 1961, I intro
duced for the senior Senator from Con
necticut and myself an improved version 
of the Federal Mutual Savings Bank 
bill-S. 2528, 87th Congress. That bill 
in turn has been studied intensively in 
several quarters, leading to several addi
tional changes incorporated in the bill. I 
introduced on October 2, S. 3776, on be
half of the senior Senator from Con
necticut and myself. 

Support for this proposed legislation 
has continued to increase year by year. 
In 1960 it received support from the Vet
erans' Administration and the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency. In that year 
the Federal Reserve Board stated that 
the bill merited careful study. The Na
tional Association of Home Builders has 
endorsed the proposal. The :findings of 
a study by an academic team at the 
University of Chicago strongly support 
the economic advantages of extending 
mutual savings banking beyond their 
present confines. The Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board has been reviewing the 
objection it expressed in 1960 to S. 3796. 
Chairman Joseph P. McMurray, of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, has 
stated that the task force he appointed 
to advise him on a wide scope of issues 
has given its support to the idea of Fed
eral charters for mutual savings banks. 
In 1961 the Commission on Money and 
Credit, established to review the Nation's 

· monetary and credit structure, unequiv
ocally recommended that Federal char
ters be made availp.ble for ~utual savings 
banks. In his 1962 Economic Report to 
the Congress, the President character
ized the findings and recommendations 
of the Commission on Money and Credit 
as deserving of careful consideration by 
the Congress, the Executive, and the 
public. Later he established a Commit
tee on Financial Institutions, composed 
of nine key members of the administra
tion, to consider changes in Federal 
policy that will promote stability, 
growth, and efficiency of private :financial 
institutions. Federal chartering of mu
tual savings banks is included in the 
agenda of this committee. It is expected 
to submit its recommendations to the 
President in November 1962. 

In addition to the changes resulting 
from studies of Federal agencies and 
other groups, several changes recom
mended by leaders of the mutual savings 
bank and savings and loan industries 
have been incorporated into the bill in
troduced on October 2. Savings and loan 
associations have a direct interest in the 
bill because it establishes procedures 
whereby they may convert to Federal 
mutual savings banks. The proposed 
legislation is receiving consideration 

ESTABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL MU- from several Federal agencies in addition 
TUAL SA VINOS BANKS to those mentioned above. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on It seems fitting, therefore, that all 
July 1, 1960, for the senior Senator from these interested groups have before them 
Connecticut CMr. BusHJ and myself, I for analysis and study that version of 
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the bill which represents the .late$t con
sidered thought of those who ·have 
worked to pe:rf ect this . proposed legisla
tion over the years. 

The princip~l changes that have been 
incorporated in this proposal since S. 
2528 was introduced are as follows: 

The new version of the bill contains 
a new title II dealing with insurance of 
deposits. Under it all Federal mutual 
savings banks will be required to carry 
deposit insurance with the Federal Sav
ings Insurance Corporation, a successor 
to the Federal Savings and Loan Insur
ance Corporation. S. 2528 would have 
required Federal mutual savings ban~s 
to carry deposit insurance with the .Fed
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation. Un
der the present law, all Federal savings 
and loan associations must insure sav
ings with FSLIC. This function will be 
carried on by the new FSIC under this 
bill. State-chartered savings and loan 
associations under present law may, but 
need not, apply to FSLIC for insurance 
of savings. FSIC will step into the shoes 
of FSLIC for ·this function. State
chartered mutual savings banks will be 
given the privilege under this bill of ap
plying for deposit insurance either from 
FSIC or FDIC, if these savings institu
tions wish to have deposits insured by a 
Federal agency. 

The bill also provides that when a 
State-chartered · mutual savings · bank 
having deposits insured by FDIC con
verts to a Federal mutual savings bank 
and therefore must have deposits in
sured by FSIC, it will carry along with 
it into FSIC insurance reserves its pro 
rata share of ·FDIC insurance reserves. 
A formula ls pJ:!esctibed in the bill for 
computing this pro rata share. It com
bines elements of assessments paid over 
the years to FDIC and the amount of 
deposits in the converting institution. 

The result of these changes in the 
bill would be to have the great bulk of 
savings that serve as a source for home 
finance insured with FSIC, a Federal 
agency of which the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board would serve as the board of 
trustees. It seems particularly fitting 
with respect to federally chartered mu
tual savings banks, because the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board will also serve 
as the chartering and supervisory agent 
for such institutions. 

Another change in this bill will make 
possible the formation of Federal mutual 
savings banks with directors as the 
policymaking officials without necessarily 
having a body of corporators or trust
ees-referred to in this bill as members
superimposed over the board of directors. 
Such a form of organization is more 
familiar to savings and loan associations 
than the corporator-trustee system 
found in the mutual savings bank indus
try, where trustees-corresponqillg to ·~i
rectors--act as policymaking officials 
but are in turn .elected by and respe)nsible 
to a larger· body of corpora tors. _ This 
bill would permit Federal mutual savings 
banks to follow either type of organiza
tion within the discretion of those who 
organize it. 

To give added emphasis to the duty 
of directors to saver8,, t~is b~ll state~ tpat 

they are subject to a general fiduciary 
duty as well as to the specific fiduciary 
duties e"pressly stated :iil the bill. · 

This . bill also will broaden in several 
respects the investment powers of 
Federal mutual savings banks, par
ticularly in the housing field. Mortgage 
participations are made more feasible. 
The Federal Home Loan Bank Board is 
given discretion to increase the statutory 
limits prescribed for home mortgages in 
certain circumstances. The loan-to
value ratio limit is increased to 90 per
cent from 80 percent for any one- to 
four-family home serving as security for 
a conventional mortgage. Federal mu
tual savings banks are given authority 
to invest in shares, accounts, and obliga
tions of other thrift institutions that are 
subject to Federal or State supervision. 

General regulatory and supervisory 
authority over Federal mutual savings 
banks is expressly vested in the Federal 
Home Bank Board. The provisions deal
ing with appointment of conservators 
and receivers for Federal mutual savings 
banks are specifically spelled out in order 
to otter a practical method of operation 
'\Vith adequate safeguards to .savers, bor
rowers, and management. These provi
sions may well have to be viewed in the 
light of developments resulting from 
studies now being conducted affecting 
other statutes dealing with conservators 
and · receivers for savings and loan 
associations. . 

My interest in the field of home finance 
is well known. I have been impressed by 
surveys demonstrating that where sav
ings banks exist, the per capita rate of 
savings is higher than in non-savings
bank areas. Because these institutions 
are -specialists in thrift, their ability to 
produce savings helps to build up an 
added source of funds for financing 
homes. 
· It is understandable that mutual sav

ings banks first seek investments in the 
communities where they are established, 
since the cost of servicing such invest
ments is lower than in the case of in
vestments of equivalent quality.situated 
in other States at considerable distance ' 
from the location of the mutual savings 
bank. Therefore, the creation of mutual 
savings banks in areas where none now 
exist should add to the supply of funds 
for financing local homebuilding, as well 
as providing a source of money available 
for investment in other local enterprises 
through the purchase of private and gov
ernment securities. 

In my opinion the · need for additional 
home mortgage funds will increase in the 
near future. Mutual savings banks could 
contribute their share toward producing 
additional mortgage funds, if they are 
enabled to extend their locations beyond 
the confines of the 18 States in which 
they are now establisped. For t~is rea
son I favor legislation such as the bill 
i introduced· on October 2 which will 
make possible the · establishment of 
mutual savings banks under Federal 
charters in any of the States. I urge my 
colleagues to give careful and sympa
thetic consideration to. this legislation. 

Mr. President, we realize it is too late 
~o get action on the bill at the present 

session of Congress, but we did wish to 
have it on recor<f in order that it ~ight 
provoke study and consideration during 
the adjournment of Congress. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor the bill (S. 3776), 
introduced on yesterday by the Junior 
Senator from Alabama rMr. SPARKMAN], 
to authorize the establishment of Fed
eral mutual savings banks. In 1960 and 
1961, I cosponsored similar bills intro
duced by the Senator from Alabama. 
The present bill represents the product 
of long efforts to improve the legislation. 
It embodies changes suggested by mutual 
savings bank leaders, savings and loan 
association representatives, and Federal 
officials. All these changes should help 
to make the Federal mutual savings bank 
system more operable in the public in-
terest. · 

I take particular interest in this pro
posed legislation, because mutual savings 
banking has developed and come to· full 
flower in ·New·England. It has long pro
vided facilities that encourage the prac
tice of saving ·money. Distributed widely 
throughout the New England country
side and towns, mutual savings banks 
have attracted favorable attention from 
inhabitants of the communities they 
serve, especially from many of those not 
endowed too heavily with the wealth of 
this world. Savings banking has a fine 
heritage steeped in the philosophy of 
self-help and private enterprise. The 
system owes its beginnings to a clergy
man in Scotland who saw in the facili
ties it could offer a method of encourag
ing people of moderate means to set 
aside some portion of their income as a 
protection against indigence in bad times 
or old age. Transplanted to the United 
States in the early 1800's, the system 
found a warm resporise from thrifty Bos
tonians and Philadelphians in whose 
cities the first savings banks were 
founded. 

Mutual savings banking has thrived 
from those early beginnings. It has built 
a deserved reputation for safety and 
dependability, by weathering the storms 
of all panics and depressions. 
· But· while the trustee system employed 
in operating mutual savings banks has 
encouraged caution in the handling of 
funds entrusted to the institutions, the 
system has adapted its modes of opera
tion in order to meet the changing needs 
of the times . . 

This c·ombination of safety and adapt
ability comprises a formula that enabled 
mutual savings banking to rise from 
small beginnings to the $45 . billion in
dustry it _ has become today-512 in
dividual mutual savings banks are lo
cated in 18 States and possessions. 

The savings they attract help to sup
ply a pool of capital for investment in 
business enterprises, first, in the . com
munities where mutual savings banks 
operate, and; second, ill ·parts of the Na
tion in which no mutUal savings bank is 
presently located. Many a home in 
areas lacking mutual savings banks owes 
its financing to the savings invested by 
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an out-of-State mutual savings ·bank 1n 
the Joint interest of the saver and the 
borrower. 

Mr. President, I feel certain that mu
tual savings banks can benefit other 
areas of this country even better if they 
are offered an opportunity to establish 
themselves there. It is for this reason 
that I am appreciative of the opportu
nity to join in cosponsoring the Federal 
mutual savings bank bill introduced on 
yesterday. 

Although I shall not be among them, 
I commend it to the Members of the 88th 
Congress for careful study and early 
hearings. 

COMMENDATION OF CAR SERVICE 
SECTION OF INTERSTATE COM
MERCE COMMISSION AND RAIL
ROAD EMPLOYEES FOR SUCCESS
FUL TRANSPORTATION OF NORTH 
DAKOTA GRAIN _CROP 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, this 

year the North Dakota bumper grain 
crop--amounting to over 365 million 
bushels-was the greatest in the history 
of the State. The bumper crop created 
a major transportation problem, because 
the movement of no other commodity 
exerts such a demand on the boxcar 
supply. 

The Car Service Section of the Inter
state Commerce Commission was in fre
quent contact with me and my staff, be
cause that section has the direct Gov
ernment responsibility for the successful 
annual transportation of the grain crop 
to the flour mills and lake ports. 

The field representatives of the sec
tion conduct surveys and alert granger 
roads and elevators as to the freight-car 
requirements, based upon the estimated 
harvest. They contact farmers, grain 
elevators, and others, to determine avail
able grain storage space and the num
ber of boxcars needed. They also su
pervise the prompt placing of cars for 
loading and for unloading at destination 
points. 

It is not often that we read or hear 
of thanks for some particular job or task 
done with efficiency and know-how by 
some Government department or agency. 
The seemingly newsworthy items usu
ally pertain to charges of delays, red
tape, and bureaucracy. 

On behalf of the farmers of North 
Dakota I salute and commend the per
sonnel of the Car Service Section of the 
ICC for the splendid and efficient co
ordination job they did as to the 1962 
grain movement. I also thank the train
men, enginemen, switchmen, yard clerks-, 
and all other railroad employees who 
contributed so much to the successful 
transportation of the North Dakota 
grain crop. 

USE OF FEDERAL TROOPS AT 
OXFORD, MISS. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
when President-Eisenhower .sent Armed 
Forces of the Federal -Government into 
Little Rock, Ark., on September 27, 1957, 
I said: · . 

The action of the Pl-esident in sending 
Federal troops into Arkansas to enforce 

school integration with ' gUn8 and bayonets 
will have tar-reaching and terrible conse
quences. For the first time since Recon
struction days Federal troops will, by naked 
force, take charge of local law-enforcement 
against the · will of State authorities. 

Now, again, President Kennedy has 
ordered the U.S. Army to move with 
military force into Oxford, in Mississip
pi. The action at Little Rock, as we see, 
has served as precedent for military oc
cupation of Oxford. 

My position relating to use of Federal 
troops at Little Rock to enforce the 
Warren Court inte~ation decision has 
not changed. I repeat my statement of 
September 27, 1957, along with this ques
tion: 

Where, and under what circumstances, 
will the Government of the United 
States next use military force agalnSt 
our own people to enforce Federal court 
orders? 

The use of military force for such pur
poses is even more offensive to our form 
of government when elements of the ju
dicial branch are obviously acting-not 
independently of, but in collusion with
the executive branch which commands 
the military force. . 

This collusion is made clear by the 
nature of Department of Justice activity 
before Federal courts and judges in
volved, which is being reflected in the 
detail of an increasing number of orders 
and decrees they issue. 
. I deplore violence; and needless blood
shed at Oxford might have been spared 
by adherence to the fundamentals-
checks and balances and division of 
power-on which our system of govern
ment rests. 

Brig. Gen. Ch~rles P. Roderick, Office 
of_ the Secretary of Defense-through 
the Senate Armed Services Committee-
advises me that the concentration of mil
itary forces in the area of Oxford, 
now totals approximately 20,000. 

Oxford, of course, is the site of the 
University of Mississippi where the U.S. 
Government, through the use of Federal 
court orders, has violated the laws of the 
·State of Mississippi and employed the 
military force of the Nation to enforce . 
its act. 

In addition to hundreds of Feder8.I 
marshals, FBI agents, and other enforce
ment officers under orders from the Cen
tral Government at Washington, the 
U.S. Army now has in and around Ox
ford eight battle groups, six of them Reg
ular Army and two National Guard; 
three military police battalions: one 
armored cavalry regiment, Mississippi 
National Guard, without its tanks to 
date; 18th Airborne Corps Headquarters: 
and one engineer battalion, a part of a 
division headquarters. 

This military phalanx of some 20,000 
has been sent into the vicinity of Oxford, 
a town of 5,000 including student resi
dents, to impose the will of Federal 
courts on the people of Mississippi as to 
how they should administer their own 
State institutions. 

This -obviously is a demonstration of 
massive military strength to intimidate 
the people of States into submls.sion to 
Federal domination. 

I aSk unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD, as a· part of my remarks, a 
thoughtful editorial by David Lawrence, 
as published in the U.S. News & World 
Report, of October 8, 1962. The editorial 
is entitled "Illegality. Breeds Illegality." 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered_ to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ILLEGALITY BREEDS ILLEGALITY 

(By David Lawrence) 
The above headline introduced an editorial 

on this page on October 4, 1957, commenting 
on the illegal use of Federal troops at Little 
Rock, Ark. The. Governor of a sovereign 
State thought he was empowered to use the 
State militia to prevent violence and dis
order-a. State function as he saw it. This 
was at a time when a Federal court had 
ordered the admission of Negroes to a public 
high school, previously all-white, and feel
ings were inflamed. 

But the Governor's theory was overruled, 
not by any court but by military force or
dered by the Federal Government. Yet 
there's nothing in the Constitution which 
authorizes the Federal Government to send 
troops to any State under such circum
stances. If the Federal court's order to open 
the school to Negroes did supersede the right 
of the Governor to take legal steps to pre
vent domestic violence, no opportunity was 
given to settle the point by legal procedures. 

'roday, the Governor of another sovereign 
State-Mississippi-feels he has the legal 
right to block a Federal court order requir
ing the State university to admit a Negro 
student. Any citizen has a right-at the 
risk of punishment-to refuse to abide by 
a court ruling and to have his day in court, 
even to the point of carrying the case to the 
Supreme Court of the United States for a 
determination of the issues involved. 

The processes of the law were open in 
October 1957, as they are now in October 
1962, to resolve the con1Uct of State and 
Federal functions. We should not be im
patient, even though there ls a congressional 
campaign in progress at present that adds 
political implications. We should let legal 
processes take their natural course. 

For we pride ourselves on being a nation 
that abides by the law. Our dl1Dculty, how
ever, is in ascertaining just what is _the law 
of the land in the various legal maneuvers 
that currently surround the integration con
troversy. 

It is easy enough to call Gov. Ross Barnett 
of Mississippi and Attorney General Robert 
Kennedy political exhibitionists, but each 
has a duty to perform. 

It is easy enough to call anyone a "Negro 
hater" who disagrees with the theory of 
forced integration. 

It is easy enough to call the people of the 
South enemies of the Negro, though the facts 
of their relationship 1n the last 100 years 
do not bear out the accusation. 

This writer was a student at an integrated 
high school in the North more than a half
century ago and wrote often for the press 
about the teats of a Negro who was star 
quarterback on the football team and a 
most popUlar individual. But the problem 
that faces all of us is not just to consider 
our own personal feelings. Nor is it a mat
ter simply of obedience to rulings of the 
courts. It goes deeper. We should not close 
our minds to the other side of the argu
ment-genera.ted as it is by the pain of an 
injustice that gnaws at the hearts of the 
people of the South. 

For they have not ·rorgotten the injustice 
and, indeed, the complete disregard of the 
Constitution of the United States by a 
radical Republican ~jorlty . 1n Congress 
which despotically tore that document to 
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shreds and imposed a series of illegal acts 
on the people of a defeated South. · 

History does not lie. The almost unani
mous writings· of historians and the t.esti
mony in official records tell us that the 14th 
amendment was never legally adopted as a · 
part of the Constitution. Yet the whole . 
integration-segregation controversy of today 
is rooted in that illegality. The Supreme 
Court of the United States based its de
cision in 1954 on the unmentioned assump
tion that the 14th amendment is valid. 

It ls a shameful truth that, ever since the 
14th amendment was allegedly adopted in 
1868, the Supreme Court has evaded passing 
on the legality of that ratifying process. 

The people of the South know this. They 
know also that when their State legisla
tures-after the War Between the States was 
over-ratified the 13th amendment abolish
ing slavery, this was accepted as legal and . 
the amendment was duly adopted. When, 
however, these same legislatures rejected the 
proposed 14th amendment. Congress capri
ciously declared them outside the Union and 
sent Federal troops to create new legislatures 
which were then coerced at the point of the 
bayonet into adopting the amendme.nt. 

We cannot gloss over these facts. We can
not ignore the feelings of bitterness and re
sentment they have created through the last 
94 years. · 

Nor can we ignore the sociological aspects. 
The Supreme Court said in 1954 that times 
had changed, and it overruled what the Su
preme Court in 1896 had decided to be the 
law of the land-namely, that it was legal 
to provide "separate but equal" facilities for 
the Negro in public transportation. This was 
subsequently interpreted as including public 
schools and colleges. No legal reason for 
overturning that 58-year-old decision was 
offered in the 1954 ruling. It was an emo
tional opinion that emphasized sociological 
considerations. Yet the Court ignored the 
sociological consequences feared by the peo
p~e of the south. 

For the South sees integration-not only 
in schools and buses, but in restaurants and 
swimming poolS and recreation centers-as 
cumulatively hastening the day of inter
marriage of the races. The state laws in the 
South against intermarriage have not been 
struck down as yet, but probably will be by 
the Supreme Court. 

How can the defenders of the illegal meth
od of adding an amendment to the Constitu
tion in 1868 justify in their consciences the 
imposition today of a social system which 
many people in the North as well as the 
South say is an interference with the freedom 
of the individual? For it has always been 
assumed that the people of a sovereign Stat.e 
can by majority vote choose their own way 
of life and manage their own educational in
stitutions without diminishing in any way 
the educational opportunities of the mi
nority. 

The 10th amendment to the Constitu
tion, on which Governor Barnett has relied, 
says: 

"The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people." 

J:t can be said positively that no legal au
thority has ever been granted to the executive 
branch of the Federal Government to man
age or operate the educational institutions 
of the States. 

Denial of admission to the University of 
Mississippi for the Negro student involved in · 
the present controversy was upheld by the . 
U.S. district court. When the case was ap
pealed, · however, the U.S. circuit court of . 
appeals reversed the order and, by a 2-to:-1 
vote of the judges, said the student should 
be admitted. Judge Dozier Devane, who 
dissented, said in part: 

"In my opinion, Judge Mize was correct · 
in finding and holding that appellant bore 

all the charact.eristics of becoming · a . 
troublemaker if permitted to enter the Uni
versity of Mississippi, and his entry therein 
may be nothing short of a catastrophe." 

But apparently the university authorities 
are to be deprived of their right to pass upon 
the qualifications of applicants. 

The argument is made, of course, that the 
Supreme Court of the United States, in the 
desegregation decision of 1954, relied on the 
14th amendment, which provides that no 
citizen may be denied "equal protection of 
the laws." Even lf the 14th amendment 
were a valid part of the Constitution, a case 
could be brought to court to decide whether 
"equal protection" means that a university 
must admit students on the basis of race 
and not on the basis of scholastic standing 
or individual fitness. 

But the 14th amendment is not valid. 
The words of a State · in the North are 

pertinent. In October 1868-3 months after 
Secretary of State Seward dubiously pro
claimed the 14th amendment as ratified
the Oregon Legislature, which had earlier 
voted to ratify, passed a rescinding resolu
tion and declared that the ratifications by 
the Southern States were "usurpations, un
constitutional, revolutionary and void," and 
that "until such ratification is completed, 
any State has a right to withdraw its assent 
to any proposed amendment." 

Since those days, the Supreme Court has 
declined to decide whether an assent once 
given by a State can be withdrawn. It has 
also refused to rule on the constitutionality 
of a law passed by Congress declaring the 
Southern States out of the Union and deny
ing them congressional representation until 
such time as they ratified the 14th amend- · 
ment. 

Amid acts of coercion and military pres
sure, the 14th amendment has lived on 
through the decades, but not until 1954 did 
the Supreme Court invoke it as a means of 
forcing the public schools of the States to 
bow to the Federal Government's dictation 
as to who must be enrolled as students. 

Congress, incidentally, has never passed 
legislation-as stipulated in the 14th amend
ment--to enforce the provisions of that 
amendment if they relate to educational in
stitutions. The 1954 opinion of the Su
preme Court. has been accep~ed by the Fed
eral Government as a substitute for an act of 
Congress. It is still, however, the duty of 
the courts to pass upon the right of a Pres
ident to use military force to do what Con
gress has never authorized· him to do. 

It is easy enough to grow impatient in a 
debate over legal questions. The processes 
of justice are often slow. It was at one time 
enough for southerners to say that to lynch 
Negroes accused of raping white women was 
merely to obey the impulses of natural law, 
and that there was no need to wait for the 
caurts. It is easy enough also for Negro 
leaders of demonstrations to cry out today: 
"We have waited long enough-let's take the 
law into our own hands." · 

·But these outbursts of passion will not 
solve anything. Only through the voice of 
reason can we find a solution, and it is im
portant not to try to abolish overnight what 
generations of experience and custom-in
volved in the basic fear of racial intermar
riage-have implanted. We must not accept 
the doctrine that "the end justifies the 
means." For when illegality breeds illegality, 
the result ls chaos. 

well established· in the ways of ignorance, 
superstition, and corruption and holds 
that those who travel to the world's 
underdeveloped areas to help the people 
there improve themselves are imprac
tical dreamers who have both feet 
planted firmly· in midair. 

Therefore, when a group dedicated 
to bringing the benefits of Western 
civilization to the. less fortunate parts of 
the world warrants Mr. Ruark's praise 
it can assumed that they have done a 
remarkable and realistic job. The group 
is the Peace Corps and its director, R. 
Sargent Shriver. 

An editorial on his statement appear~d 
in the September 29 issue of the Wash
ington Daily News and I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SOMETHING WE ARE DOING RIGHT 

In the midst of election-year controversy 
over everything from Cuba to inflatlo~. it is 
a real pelasure to note the steady progress 
of an inspired American experiment in for-
eign affairs. · 

"Wherever I've been in the world over the 
last 6 months," reports our columnist, Rob
ert Ruark, "all I've heard is praise for the 
Peace Corps' solid, helpful work and gen
erally fine projection of the best American 
image with the downtrods." 

This is comment from an expert. Mr. 
Ruark's travels cover many thousands of an
nual miles, largely into the back country of 
Africa and Asia. He is, moreover, inclined 
toward the cynical view of do-goading, 
whether at home or abroad. 

"The Peace Corps kids," he says, "have 
worked well at what it was announced they 
would accomplish-a better knowledge of 
foreign lands and the natives themselves. 
I'd say that Sargent Shriver, who labors un
der the handicap of being the President's 
brother-in-law, has done a stout job and 
should be commended." 

That is praise well deserved in our opin
ion. The Peace Corps members, living and 
working with the natives of various lands, 
are giving America a good name. Even more 
important, they are amassing a knowledge of ·· 
foreign languages, folkways, and traditions 
which should prove invaluable. From the 
ranks of these dedicated young men and 
women should come our real experts of the 
next generation, in the field of foreign af
fairs. 

PESTICIDES 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I invite 

the attention of Senators to an article 
published in a recent issue of Time mag
azine under the heading "BiologY.. Pes
ticides: The Price for Progress." The 
news item deals with a discussion of the 
book entitled "Silent Spring," by.Rachel 
Carson, a ·recognized biochemist. Dr. 
Carson has written a book that seeks to 
warn the American consumers ·and the 
public generally about the great danger 
of food poisoning from the overuse of 
pesticides, and alleges that there is a 
great loss of animal life, particularly 

THE PEACE CORPS wildlife, as a result- of what she asserts 
Mr. McGEE .. Mr. President, among · is an overdosage of pesticides being used 

my journalist friends, the columnist and for spraying purposes and for the treat
author Robert Ruark is regarded as a ment of soil and·vegetation. 
man who looks with a jaundiced eye I am not a biochemist. ·However, I 
upon most of mankind's attempts at self- try to be a competent and intelligent 
betterment. They tell me that he re- juror for, it seems to me; to no small 
gards most of the human race as rather degree those of us in the Senate find 
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ourselves In the position of having to 
function really as Jurors, weighing the 
evidence that is presented to us with 
regard to controversial issues that come 
before us. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD as 
part of my remarks the article published 
in Time magazine which discusses the 
allegations of Dr. Carson in her book 
"The Silent Spring." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PESTICIDES: THE PRICE FOR PROGRESS 

'.'There was once a town in the heart of 
America where all life seemed to be in ha.r
mony with its surroundings." It had fertile 
farms, pros~rous farmers, birds in the 
trees, fl.sh in the streams, and flowers bloom
ing gaily a.long the roadsides. Then a white 

·powder fell from the sky like snow, and a 
fearful blight crept over the land. Cattle 
and sheep sickened; hens could not hatch 
their eggs.. Strange illnesses appeared among 
the people, children were stricken at play 
and died within a few hours. The birds 
sang no more, the fish in the streams died, 
and the roadsides were lined with browned 
vegetation as if swept by fire. 

-Such is the picture drawn of the future 
in "Silent Spring," a new book by Rachel 
carson, whose "The Sea Around Us" earned 
her a reputation not only as a competent 
marine biologist but as a graceful writer. 
Miss Carson's deadly white powder is not 
radioactive fallout, .as many readers will at 
first assume. The v1llalns in "Silent Spring" 
are chemical pesticides, against which Miss 
Carson has taken up her pen in alarm and 
anger, putting literary skill second to the 
task of frightening and arousing her readers. 
Published. this week, the book has already 
raised a spirit of controversy about the dan
ger to birds and wildlife of .those modern 
chemical compounds that have vastly in
creased agricultural production, banished 
some diseases, and kept at bay the most 
bothersome and harmful of insects and ro
dents. 

As Miss Carson sees it, the accomplish
ments are not worth the price. She ex
plains that no single town has suffered all 
the misfortunes from spraying and dusting 
that she describes: "Yet, every one of these 
disasters has actually happened somewhere, 
and many real communities have already 
suffered a substantial number of them. A 
grim specter has crept upon us, and this 
imagined tragedy may easily become a stark 
reality." 

AS BAD AS THE BORGIAS 

The bulk of Miss Carson's book is support 
for this nightmare curtain raiser. In a chap
ter titled "Ellxirs of Death," she lists the 
synthetic insecticides, beginning with DDT, 
that came into use at the end of world War 
II. All of them are dangerous, she says with
out reservation. Already they are every
where: in soil, rivers, ground water, even in 
the bodies of living animals and humans. 
"They occur in mothers' milk," she says, 
using emotion-fanning words, "and prob
ably in the tissues of the unborn child." 
And worse is to come. "This birth-to-death 
contact," she warns, "contributes to the 
progressive buildup of chemicals in our 
bodies and so to cumulative poisoning. We 
are in little better position than the guests 
of the Borgias." 

There is no doubt about the impact of 
"Silent Spring," it is a real shocker. Many 
unwary readers will be firmly convinced that 
most of the United States-with its animals, 
plants, soil, water, and people-is already 
laced with poison that will soon start taking 
a dreadful toll, and tnat the only hope is to 
stop using chemical pesticides and let the 

age-old "balance of nature" take care of o~-
no~lous insects. · 

Scientists, physicians, and other techni
cally informed people will also be shocked by 
"Silent Spring"-but for a different reason. 
They recognize Miss Carson's skill in build
ing her frightening case; but they consider 
that case unfair, one-sided, and hysterically 
overemphatic. Many· of the scary generall
zations--and there are lots of them-are 
patently unsound. "It ls not possible," says 
Miss Carson, "to add pesticides to water any
where without threatening the purity of 
water everywhere." It takes only a moment 
of reflection to show that this is nonsense. 
Again she says: "Each insecticide ls used for 
the simple reason that it is a deadly poison. 
It therefore poisons all life with which it 
comes in contact." Any housewife who has 
sprayed ftles with a bug bomb and managed 
to survive without poisoning, should spot at 
least part of the error in that statement. 

But Author Carson's oversimplifications 
and downright errors only serve to highlight 
a question that has bothered many Ameri
cans: Just how dangerous a.re insecticides? 
Experts of the Department of Agriculture 
and the U.S. Public Hea.l:th Service readily 
admit that some of them are extremely 
poisonous to humans as well as to insects 
and other pests. Parathion, an organic 
phosphate used against mites and other 
highly resistant insects, ls so deadly that 
men who spray it must wear respirators and 
protective clothing. 

A few related chemicals are almost as dan
gerous, but luckily they break down quickly 
into harmless substances and so leave no 
poisonous residue on fruits and vegetables 
or in the soil. Their disadvantage ls that 
they can poison farmworkers who handle 
them carelessly. Miss Carson describes these 
very rare accidents and gets shock effect out 
of them, but they are comparable to acci
dents caused by careless handling of such 
violent industrial chemicals as sulfuric acid. 
The highly toxic phosphates a.re no menace 
to the general public, which seldom comes 
in contact with them. 

DDT IN EVERY MEAL 

The chlorinated . hydrocarbons , on the 
other hand (including the familiar DDT), 
are used in enormous quantities by almost 
everyone. Much of Miss Carson's case 
against spraying depends on her conten
tion that DDT and its near chemical relatives 
are poisonous to humans, especially since 
they tend to accumulate in fatty tissues. 
Experts do not agree. A mere- trace of DDT 
kills insects, but humans and other mam
mals can obsorb large doses without damage. 
Dr. Wayland J. Ha.yes, chief of the toxicology 
section of the U.S. Public Health Service in 
Atlanta, says that every meal served in the 
United States probably contains a trace of 
DDT, but that this is nothing to worry about. 
He and his coworkers fed 200 times the 
normal amount to 51 convict volunteers. 
The insecticide accumulated in their bodies 
for about 1 year and then was excreted as 
fast as it arrived. The human guinea pigs 
felt no ill effects, and doctors pronounced 
them as healthy as a control group that got 
the same diet without extra DDT. 

EXAGGERATED IMPORTANCE 

While many insecticides are roughly as 
harmless as DDT, others are considerably 
more poisonous to humans. But, in the 
opinion of respected experts of the U.S. Pub
lic Health Service, none have done appre
ciable damage to the U.S. public or are like
ly to do so. In heavily sprayed cotton
growing areas of the Mississippi Delta, says 
Assistant Surgeon General Dr. D. E. Price, 
health ls· as good as in sparingly sprayed 
neighboring areas. The. same report comes 
from California, where insecticides are heav
ily sprayed on orchards and fields. Says 
Robert Z. Rolllns, chief of the division of 

chemistry of the California department of 
agriculture: "Pesticides used properly pre
sent no threat to people, no matter how 
widespread their use becomes." 

Humans generally protect their domestic 
animals from any ill effects; wildlife does not 
fa.re as well. Wild animals, birds, fish, and 
friendly insects are among the valued in· 
habitants of the United States, and a good 
part of Miss Carson's book tells about the 
deadly effect of wholesale spraying on these 
pleasant and harmless creatures. In vivid 
language, she telJs how DDT spraying to 
protect elm trees from Dutch elm disease 
nearly wiped out 'the bird populations of 
many Midwestern cities, how fruitless at
tempts to exterminate the imported fire ant 
of the South by airplane dusting with diel
drin had dire effects on many kinds of wild
life. 

Even scientist defenders of pesticides ad
mit that these things have happened, but 
they maintain that their importance is ex
aggerated. According to the Entomological 
Society of America, only 0.28 percent of the 
640 million acres of U.S. forest land is treat
ed annually, and 613 milllon acres have never 
been treated. · Insecticides are used mostly 
on crop lands, which have little wildlife, 
and on human residential areas to protect 
shade trees-the use that causes the most 
conspicuous damage to wildlife. 

One result is the wholesale death of robins, 
which form a large part of suburban bird 
populations. The robins Uve on earthworms 
(that ls why they are plentiful in the sub
urbs, where worm-bearing lawns abound) , 
which concentrate insecticides without be- . 
ing damaged themselves. When the robins 
eat these insecticide-full worms, they die. 
The slaughter may continue for several years, 
until the DDT in the soil has disintegrated. 

El.MS VERSUS ROBrNS 

Death chains of this sort are fortunately 
not common. A report published by_ the 
Wilson Ornithological Society says that most 
sprayi~g does little damage ·to most birds, 
aµd still less to wild mammals. Fish are 
more sensitive; when certain insecticides are 
washed into ·streams or lakes, they a.re apt 
to kill everything that moves on fins. Per
haps the worst -effect on birds ls the reduc
tion of edible insects, which are important 
food for many species. But the damage is 
not complete; not even Miss Carson can point 
to a single sizable sprayed area where "no 
birds sing." 

·To answer insistent complaints, the Na
tional Academy of Sciences sponsored a care
ful study of pesticide damage to wildlife. 
Its conclusion: The damage, though always 
regrettable, is not disastrous, and the dam
aged wildlife population generally recovers 
in a few years. Sometimes it :niay be neces
sary, remarks the Academy, to choose be
tween elms and robins, both of which have 
their partisans. 

L. .... SECT PARADISE 

Lovers of wildlife often rhapsodize about 
the "balance of nature that keeps all living 
creatures in harmony," but scientists realis
tically point out that the balance was upset 
thousands of years ago when man's inven
tion of weapons made him the king of beasts. 
The balance has never recovered its equilibri
um; man is the dominant species on his 
planet, and as his fields, pastures and cities 
spread across the land, lesser species are 
extirpated, pushed into refuge areas, or do
mesticated. 

Some species, most of them insects, bene
fit increasingly from man's activities. Their 
attacks on his toothsome crops are as old 
as recorded history-the Bible often refers 
to plagues of locusts, canker-worms, lice and 
fiies--but their damage was only sporadically 
serious when population was small and scat
tered. Modern, large-scale agriculture of
fers a paradise for plant-eating 1nsec";s. 
Crops are grown year after year in the same 
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or nearby fields, helping i.ru?ect - populations 
to build up. Many -Of the worst pests ~e 
insect invaders from foreign cquntries that 
have left their natural enemie's behind' and 
so are as. free as man himself from the check 
of nature's balance. · · · 

Agricultural scientists try hard to find 
ways to check insect pests by triclts of cul
tivation. They import 'tll-e ancient enemies 
of invading fc:>reign insects and -foster the 
resident -enemies Gf native pests. Th~y are 
developing bacterial diseases to spread 
pestilence among inseqt populations. Be
cause these tactics alone are seldom 
enough to protect the tender plants of 
modern, nigh-yield farms, the use of insec~i
cides is economically necessary. Tests run 
by the Department of Agriculture show that 
failure to use pesticides would cost a major 
part of many crops; a 20-year study proved 
that cotton yields would be cut by 40 per
cent. Production of many kinds of fruit and 
vegetables would be impossible; unsprayed 
apple trees, for instance, no 10nger yield fruit 
that is sound enough -to be marketed.1 

Potato fields -s_wept by the Colorado beetle or 
late blight {the fungus that caused the great 
Irish potato famine of 1846) yield hardly 
any crop. 

A QUANDARY OF SURPLUSES 

Chemical ..insecticides are now a necessary 
part of modern U.S. agriculture, whose near
miraculous efficiency has turned the ancient 
tragedy of recurrent famine into the bio
logically nappy problem of what to do with 
food surpluses. Says Entomologist George 
c. Decker of the Illinois Agricultural Experi
ment Station: "If we in North America were 
to adopt a policy of 'Let nature take its 
course,' as some individuals thoughtlessly 
advocate, it is possible that these would-be 
experts would find disposing of the 200 
million surplus human beings even more 
perplexing than the disposition of America's 
.(,Urrent corn, cotton, and wheat surpluses." 

Many scientists sympathize with Miss 
Carson's love o! wildlife, and even with her 
mystical attachment to the balance of na
ture. But they fear that her emotional and 
inaccurate outburst in Silent Spring may 
do harm by alarming the nontechnical 
public, while doing no good for the things 
that she loves. 

Mr. MORSE. I call attention to the 
last paragraph of the ·article : 

Many scientists sympathize with Miss Car
son's love of wildlife, and even with her 
mystical attachment to the balance of na
ture. But they fear that her emotional and 
inaccurate outburst in "Silent Spring" may 
do harm by alarming the nontechnical pub
lic, while doing no good for the thtngs that 
she loves. 

Perhaps that paragraph is justified. 
I do not know. But I do know 'that the 
Department of Agriculture has the re
sponsibility of presenting to the Congress 
and to the public a very careful analysis 
of Dr. Carson's allegations. We have the 
right to look to the Department of Agri
culture, and I now call upon the Depart
ment of Agriculture to prepare such a 
brochure. 

We have a right to receive from the 
Department of Agriculture a scientific 
analysis of such charges by recognized 
scientists. 

Senators will :find in the material 'that 
I am inserting in the RECORD that there 
is no challenge as to the competency of 

i In ·the smaller orchards o! prespraying 
days, fruit had a better chance -to escape 
heavy insect damage, and since quality 
standards were low~r. moderately damaged 
fruit often went to market. 

those scientists. The challenge goes to 
some of the deductions that are drawn 
from the data which have been collected. 

I -ask unanimous consent tha~ there be 
printed at this point in the · RECORD an 
article entitled "More Political Quackery, 
New Drug Controls Will Impede Prog
ress, N<>t Foster Safety," which is being 
distributed by the National Agricultural 
Chemicals Association, under the name 
of Dennis Hayiey, the director of infor
mation. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MoRE PouncAL QUACKERY-NEW DRUG CoN

TROisS Wn.i. IMPEDE PROGRESS, NOT FOSTER 

SAFETY 
For those who believe ln better things for 

better living, whether through chemistry, 
pharmacy, or some other triumph of the 
scientific method, the past few weeks have 
been a painful time. In July news broke 
of the terrible side effects caused by the 
drug thalidomide; a tragedy which shocked 
the world and jolted Congress into hurried 
action. Similarly, amidst widespread con
fusion and dismay, the U.S. Surgeon-General 
l.O days ago issued a ·warning (subsequently 
Tescinded) against the use by adults of the 
Sabin vaccine, Type Ill which has been sus
pected of triggering polio in 4 inoculations 
out of 4 million. Now, to bookstres through
out -the country, as well as to the members 
of the BOok-of-the-Month Club, has gone 
"The Silent Spring," by Rachel Carson, a 
work approvingly cited by Consumers Union 
as "a stunning attack on the indisCI'iminate 
use of toxic insecticides." To judge by the 
furor which it already has stirred, official 
publication of "The Silent Spring" on Thurs
day may well usher in open season on the 
whole pesticides industry. 

Deformity, paralysis) poison-each is what 
politicians would call a "gut issue," one 
which hi.ts home 1n-stantly with most peo
ple. Hence in every case the reaction of the 
public was both inevitable and natural. De
spite understandable alarm, however, the 
United States would do well to keep its head. 
For in the emotional atmosphere which cur
rently prevails, ·it has become more suscep
tible than ever to political quackery. Thus 
it has applauded the award of a medal to a 
Government employee who~ per.haps by the 
exercise of womanly intuition, unwittingly 
did her countrymen a great service. It has 
uncritically embraced the work of Miss Car
son, a noted marine biologist· with a marvel
ous command of her s-µbject and a weakness 
for going beyond her depth. Most heedless 
of all, its spokesmen in Congress have .lined 
up behind legislation which, in the gwse of 
assuring .safety, would impose irrelevant, 
potentially dangerous Federal controls on 
the manufacturing, testing, and sale of drugs. 
None of the provisions cou1d prevent a.nother 
thalidomide. What they doubtless would do, 
however, is discourage and delay the dis
covery of new live-saving compounds. In the 
circumstances;the real hazard to the Nation's 
health and welfare iies less in the disease 
than in the cure. 

To those who seek remedies in Washington 
for all the ills afflicting mankind, a close 
reading of "The Silent Spring" will yield 
cold comfort. As widely advertised, the book 
is a powerful attack on the casual use of 
potent insecticides. In order to get rid of 
pests that often are little more than a 
nuisance, charges the author, gardeners, 
farmers and local and Federal authorities 
have in ell'ect declared war on nature. There
by they have destroyed unoffending plant 
and. animal life. They have created resistant 
strains of insectS which shrug o1f ordinary 
compounds, and, in an ominous chemical 
escalation, must be assaulted with increas-

1ngly deadly poisons; Worst ot all, -says Miss 
Carson, i>estioides are a menace to the iuture 
of the ,race. . _ . 

In Tebuttal. Miss Canion:s critics,. while 
challenging neither her accuracy nor com
petence, accuse her of -e~gera.tion. Thus, 
according to the head ·of the .National Agri
cultural Chemicals Association, less than half 
an acre per hundred of forest; .grassland 
pastures or "wildland" receives an annual 
dose .of insecticides; on this score 9.5 percent 
of total U.S. forest and pasture la.nd remains 
virgin territory. As to Miss carson's claim 
that pesticides are carcinogenic (cancer
-producing) substances, a layman can only 
note that scientific opinion is divided on 
the -question: some authorities, who believe 
the ca.use of cancer to be a v.irus, ·cast doubt 
on her whole line of argument. 

However, the main point--whicll apparent
ly has escaped both the author and such 
readers as Consumers Unlon-is that the 
chief vlllain of the piece is not industry but 
Government. To begin with, all pesticides 
shipped in interstate commerce must be 
registered with the U.S. Department of Agri
culture; manufacturers must prove to its 
satisfaction that the product, when- used as 
dil"ected, "will be effective, safe for users, 
·safe tor people living in the area, safe for 
crops and livestock, and safe in resp.ect to 
residues in food.'' It accidents happen, it's 
certainly not for lack of Federal controls. 
Moreover, many ,of the tr.agic episodes re
counted must be blamed on Federal or State 
officials. Describing the devastation of the 
sage brush in Bridger National Forest, Wyo., 
which exterminated moose, beaver, and trout, 
the author observes that the spraying was 
carried on by the .Forest Service, a branch 
of the Department of Agriculture. Again, 
"during the fall of 1959, p.bout 27,000 acres 
in southeastern Michigan • • • were heav
ily dusted from the air with clay pellets con
taining aldrin. The program was conducted 
by the State Department of Agriculture with 
the cooperation of USDA • • • The Michi
gan Insect Pest and Plant Disease Act al
lows the State to spray and dust indiscrimi
nately without gaining the permission of 
lndividual landowners or even notifying 
them." Although aldrin was certified as 
harmless, adds Miss ~ayson, birds died while 
dogs, cats, and humans took sick. Similar 
.examples of widespread, indiscriminate use 
of pesticides under ofticial auspices dot the 
pages of the book. 

The saf-ety afforded by ,Government .control 
thus has proved illusory; its perils, -00ntrari
wise, are painfully Tea1. One danger, of 
course, is that those in authority will act 
from political Yather than scientific motives. 
For example, just prior to Thanksgivlng Day 
in 1959, the .Secretary of Health, Education, 
and W-elfare cracked down on the sale of 
cranberries because a widely used herbicide, 
aminotriazole, ·was found to induce cancer 
in rats. In taking ·this ridiculous step 
{which Miss Carson, by the way, applauds), 
HEW chose to ignor.e the fact, ~artly pointed 
out by the American Medical Association, 
that the offending compound occurs n~tu
.rally in a wide variety of vegetables. Equally 
perverse legic may have .recently motivated 
the U.S. Surgeon General, who, upon learn
ing that 4 adults out of 4 mlllion injected 
with type III of the Sabin vaccine had con
tracted polio, hastily advised against its use. 
After some refiection-odds of a million-to
one make the Sabin vaccine safer than peni
cillLn-and a heated protest from Dr. Sabin 
himself, the Surgeon General changed his 
mind. 

At least as bad is the risk .of delay in
herent in all Federal controls. Legislation 
now pending in Congress, as ·well as new 
regulations propos.ed by the Food and Drug 
Administration, lllustrate ·the point. While 

·inspired by the thalidomide case, sweeping 
new powers proposed for both HEW and FDA 
in no way can prevent such a disaster. 
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According to Smith, Kline & French Labora-· 
tortes: "Had the proposed laws and regula
tions been in effect prior to thalidomide, we 
still, almost certainly, would not have con
nected the drug with the abnormal births 
any sooner than we did. One cannot legis
late against the unknown." Instead, by 
thrusting the Government into the key area 
of clinical investigation, what they un
doubtedly will do is slow down the introduc
tion of new medicines. In the years to come, 
so the company warns, "the drug that wasn't 
there" may prove the real tragedy. 

These are sobering statements which law
makers and voters alike ought carefully to 
weigh. Over the years the chemical and 
drug industries have made magnificent con
tributions to mankind's longevity and health, 
mental as well as physical, nor is the end 
anywhere in sight. Whatever Washington 
may pretend, moreover, scientific advance 
inevitably involves risk. Federal regulation 
can impede progress. It cannot cure disease, 
nor save lives. 

Mr. MORSE. As I close, I plead that 
the American public is now entitled to 
an authenticated answer prepared by 
scientists dealing with the allegations of 
Dr. Carson. If those allegations can be 
answered, the American public is entitled 
to know them. It is no answer to say 
that there is fear that the deductions_ 
of the book "Silent Spring" may alarm 
the nontechnical public. The non
technical public is now alarmed. The 
question is what answer is to be given t.o 
the public to the extent that any of the 
allegations of Dr. Carson can be ve1ified. 
Then corrective measures ought to be 
taken. 

I hope that when Congress returns in 
January we shall have made available 
an answer to the charges by the Depart
ment of Agriculture. As I see it, it hap
pens to be one of the public service duties 
of the Department of Agriculture to see 
to it that the American consumers, as 
jurors, have the pros and the cons of the 
case so that they can render their ver
dict. If the Department of Agriculture 
cannot answer the charges, of cow·se, it 
will be necessary for the Congress to take 
whatever remedial steps are necessary to 
protect the public from the great harm 
it would suffer if the charges were true. 
If on the other hand, the charges are not 
tr~e. the American jury, which in this 
instance consists of all the consumers, 
ought to have the evidence presented to 
it so that it can render its own verdict 
and put to rest the fears that otherwise 
would be created in the public mind. 

THE KNOWLES PROJECT 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, of 

the proposals in the omnibus rivers and 
harbors and flood control bill for the 
Columbia River Basin certainly one of 
the most objectionable is the Knowles 
project. Indeed, it is so violently opposed 
by so many people intimately concerned 
with the proposal and best qualified to 
know and evaluate its implications that 
it is surprising that the committee would 
seriously report it favorably. 

One of the aspects that disturbs me 
deeply about this project is the manner 
in which we are going to treat the 
Indians. The Indian tribes of the Flat
head Reservation are directly involved 
and have appeared before the commit-

tee to plead their case. As far as the 
record is concerned they have been com
pletely ignored. 

Mr. President, I am beginning to sus
pect that the modern-day counterpart 
of the crooked trader, the buffalo hunter, 
the gun peddler-all of whom took ad
vantage of the Indians in our frontier 
days-is none other than the public 
power advocate. This is not the first 
case on record where the Indians have 
been treated as aecond-class citizens 
when their lands and their interests 
stood in the way of some public power 
project. This is precisely the case with 
the Kootenai and Salish Indian Tribes 
and the Knowles project. We will rob 
them of good pastureland-many thou
sands of acres-and we will rob them of 
powersites on the river from which they 
can derive needed revenue. 

If we are not going to rob them; if we 
are going to pay for these assets that 
now belong to these Indians, then why are 
those figures not included in the cost of 
this already uneconomic project? Is this 
going to be another case of deliberately 
trying to shunt off a major element of 
cost of a power project on some other 
agency of government so that it won't 
make the project look worse than it al
ready looks? Is this cost going to be 
thrown to the Bureau of Indian Affairs? 

The Flathead Tribes point to article 2 
of their treaty of July 16, 1855, set forth 
in 12 Stat. 975, which established, out 
of the lands they had owned since time 
immemorial; a reservation "for the ex
clusive use and benefit of said Confed
erated Tribes as an Indian reservation." 
Now the Flathead Tribes have testified 
in the committee's hearings-and that 
testimony has not been controverted at 
any stage-that they own pursuant to 
the treaty not merely the agricultural 
value of tribal lands remaining to them 
but what they called the exploitable 
value of damsites within the reservation. 
That is, they owned all rights prior to 
the coming of the white man; the white 
man reserved to them all the iights in 
a portion of their ancestral area; and 
this portion which is guaranteed by 
treaty includes two highly feasible dam
sites where power can be produced 
cheaply and a good profit made. These 
damsites would be wiped out by the pro
posed Knowles project. The Flathead 
Tribes say-and no one has controverted 
them-that the Knowles Dam is not 
merely a violation of their treaty rights, 
but constitutes a taking of their property 
for which they must be paid. 

The representatives of the Flathead 
Indians cited a case, United States v. 
5,677.94 Acr.es of Land, 162 F. Supp 101, 
112-116, which they say establishes 
their right to the "exploitable value" of 
these damsites. The district court re
fers to this value as the "waterpower 
value" of the damsite in the opinion to 
which I refer. I have reviewed that 
opinion; it does indeed seem to say that 
the Indians under treaty are entitled to 
the waterpower value of their sites and 
that this must be paid for in the event 
of the taking of their lands for a Federal 
project. Nothing whatever has been 
called to the attention of the commit-

tee or to my attention privately which 
would throw any doubt on this proposi
tion. 

The Chief of Engineers acknowledged 
in his report of March 31, 1961, para
graph 23, that building Knowles "would 
require acquisition of certain Indian 
lands which may involve unusual costs." 
He left what those unusual costs should 
be to Congress, and the proposed legis
lation makes no provision respecting 
them. Notwithstanding the fact that 
the Corps of Engineers was aware that 
unusual costs were involved, no cost 
whatever is taken into account for the 
water-power value of these sites, which 
are estimated only on the relatively 
trifling value they have for agricultural 
purposes. . 

It was testified by engineering con
sultants employed by the Flathead Tribes 
to protect their interests, that the value 
for water power of these site~ might be 
in the neighborhood of $116 million. 
Mr. President, if any figure remotely 
like that were involved, the Knowles 
project is utterly beyond the range of 
feasible projects and the Indians so 
stated in the hearings. Testimony of 
the engineers was that the benefit-cost 
ratio was actually negative when these 
costs were taken into account-that is, 
instead of being 1.2 or 1.08 as determined 
by the Chief of Engineers in his report 
of March 31, 1961, it became .75-a dis
astrous throwing away of taxpayers' 
money. 

In the light of the total failure of the 
proponents of this project to justify it 
from the standpoint of the Indian in
terests which are being so cavalierly 
dealt with, I submit that the project not 
only should not be authorized but it 
should be rejected so vehemently that it 
would never again be proposed. This is 
a disgraceful breach of treaty with no 
move to get the consent of the other 
party to that treaty. And even if we 
had the wholehearted concurrence of 
the Flathead Tribes this project would 
not make sense economically or other-
wise. 

TREATMENT FOR TAX PURPOSES 
OF INCOME RECEIVED BY CON
TROLLED FOREIGN CORPORA
TIONS 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, during 

the discussion of the conference report 
on the Revenue Act of 1962, I was at
tending a conference on the PQstal rate 
and pay bill, and therefore failed to 
enter my views on a particular section 
of the bill. 

My attention has been called to a seri
ous ambiguity in connection with the 
language in proposed section 954(d) (2), 
found in section 12 of the bill. This 
concerns itself with treating a separate 
branch of a controlled foreign corpora
tion as a separate foreign wholly owned 
subsidiary, when the branch is located 
outside the country of incorporation of 
that controlled foreign corporation. 

The Secretary of the Treasury, under 
this section, is given the power to pre
scribe regulations for the purposes of 
treating as foreign base company sales 
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income. certain income · atti;ibutable· to 
the carrying on of activities of ·this type· 
of branch. This section has been· criti
cised because . the language might sub
ject to tax the income of a branch which 
would not be treated as foreign base com
pany sales income if it had been derived 
by a separate controlled foreign sub"' 
sidiary. This was never intended. 

I want to set the record straight. The 
purpose of section 954{d) (2) is to treat 
as foreign base company sales income 
only such items of income of the branch 
which would have constituted foreign 
base company sales income to ·a con
troled · foreign corporation incorporated 
where the branch is located and per
forming the same or similar activities 
and functions. It was never intended 
that this section could be used to broaden 
the types of income, subject to tax under 
section 12, beyond those encompassed 
by these provisions when earned by con
trolled foreign corporations. 

OPERATIONS OF MANPOWER DE
VELOPMENT AND TRAINING ACT 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Man

power Development and Training Act, 
which became law on March 15 of this 
year, is already proving its worth in 
Michigan. · 

The first training program under this 
act to get underway in the Nation 
started in Grand Rapids, Mich., on Sep
tember 10. 

To date in Michigan 11 programs have 
been approved in 8 cities. Two hundred 
and ninety-nine persons will be trained 
for nine occupations. 

Twenty-one other programs have been, 
or are currently being readied for re
view in Washington. Nearly two score 
additional programs are in the planning 
stage. 

Recently I received a letter from Mr. 
Max M. Horton, director of the Michigan 
Employment Security Commission, which 
outlines the steps which have been taken 
to put this valuable program into e1Iect. 

I ask unanimous consent that excerpts 
from Mr. Horton's letter, together with 
a list of those programs now underway 
in Michigan, be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
and list were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

MICHIGAN EMPLOYMENT 
, SECURITY COMMISSION, 
D etroit, Mich., September 25, 1962. 

Senator PHILIP A. HART, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D .C. 

-DE.AB PHIL: * -* • - Governor Swainson, im
mediately after passage of the Manpower 
Development and Training Act, established 
a State advisory committee to assist him 
in planni.ng the implementation of this prp
gram on a statewide basis. ln the past few 
months we have organized 21 area advisory 
commit tees. These latter committees, work
ing wit h t he branch Omee and loeal ·voca
tional educatOrs, participate in the develop
ment, review and approval of training pro
grams throughout -the f?tate. On all of the 
committees there are representatives of man
agement and labor as ~ell ~ -persons_ re_J>-

. resenting the interests of the general public. 
We ·have found them most cooperative and 
very :t:elp-ful in iriaug;ir~ting and m~ii:itain-

ing th~ manpower development program in 
this State. 

To date, l1 trainlng . program8 ·which we 
have developed have received final approval 
from· Washington. These 11 programs wm 
have 299 · enrollees · and their total cost 115 
$438,800. · Ten of these programs have begun 
as of today's date. Due to a change in the 
training facility in Kalamazoo, the auto spray 
painter program. approved 'for that com
munity, has b~en delayed. 

I am sending you a list of our approved 
programs, those which a.re being developed by 
the department of public Instruction, those 
which currently are being reviewed by the 
Federal Government, and those which we a.re 
in the process of developing. At frequent in
tervals comparable lists of training programs 
in various stages of development a.re sent to 
public officials and interested civic leaders. 

To keep State officials; advisory commit
tees, agency personnel and other interested 
persons informed of our activities in the 
field of vocational retraining, we a.re includ
ing in each second issue of our house organ 
a sllj)plement containing detailed informa
tion regarding training activities in this 
State. We have found this a most useful 
means of stimulating interest In the pro
.gram '8.lld keeping those interested current 
with respect to developments. 

Shortly after the passage of the Manpower 
Development and Training Act, this agency 

established_ a new section within its opera
tions division to coordinate training activ
ities on a statewide· basis. This section has 
responsibility for assisting .in the develop
ment of training proposals, reviewing train
ing proposals, and giving staff -approval to 
them before this agency takes final action 
regarding them. 

Most of the literature which we are dis
seminating in Michigan was prepared by the 
Federal Government and has b.een adapted 
for State usage. We distribute to all those 
making inquiries a small pamphlet entitled, 
"Your Opportunity for Job Training." To 
State officials, employers, unions, and civic 
leaders interested or involved in the prograrQ. 
we distribute a pamphlet entitled, "The 
Manpower Development and Training Act of 
1962- Its Orlgin and Provisions.'' These are 
the only releases which :we have prepared 
for the public. Other materials which we 
h ave prepa red a.re procedural in nat ure and 
relate to our internal operations. 

We have been very pleased that we in 
Mich~gan were able to undertake training 
programs under the new legislation as soon 
as we did. We hope and plan to cont inue 
our efforts to maximize the effectiveness of 
this legislation within Michigan. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAX M . HoRTON, Direc t or . 

Approved programs under M DTA in Michigan as of .Sept. 19, 1962 

Location Occupation Number of Starting date 
t rainees 

Detroit_ ____ _________________ __ Automatic screw machine setup man ______ _______ ____ _ 
Do__ __ _____________________ Transmission and differential repair _____ ____ _____ ____ _ 

40 Sept. 24, 1962 
40 D o. 

Grand Rapids _________________ Welder, inert gas·- -------------- ---- ----------- ---- -- 15 Sep t . 10, 1962 
.1.5 (1) K alam azoo • . __ ---------- - _ ---- P ainter, automobile ___ ----··_-- ------- ------ -- ---- ---

'ii':t:i:A~-::=============== = = = == = ~u~~~~i~!~r~~~:r-~l::==========:============ ==== 
25 Sept. 17, 1962 
40 Sept. 24, 1962 
20 Sept . 17, 1962 Muskegon __ --------- _____ --- -- M achine operator, general ___________ _____________ ____ _ 
20 Do. D o ___________________ __ ____ Woodworking machine operator. ---------- ----- -------
18 Sept. 24, 1962 Jackson..____ __________________ _ Automobile mechanic, en try. ------ ----- ----- ----- --- -
36 Do. Battle Creek_____ ____ ___ ___ __ _ Nurse aid __________ __ _____ -------- _____ _ -- -------- -- --

Saginaw. _____ ______ -- --- ------ _____ do _________ _ ------- _______ _____ _____ ------------- 30 , 2 Oct. 1, 1962 

1 Not determined. 2 Tentative. 

TRIBUTE TO ALLEN P. MITCHEM 
Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, it is with 

mixed feelings that I rise on this occa
sion. I am exceedingly pleased to be in
troducing for the RECORD a resolution 
which was adopted unanimously by the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
on September 5, 1962. At a meeting of 
the committee, I moved the adoption of 
the resolution_, and .it was adopted with 
the concurrence of all members. My 
pleasure stems from the fact that the 
subject of the resolution is an individ
ual who performed outstanding service 
and it is good to see .him recognized in 
this singular manner. However, as the 
resolution indicates, the occasion for it 
is the. departure of Mr. Allen P .. Mitchem 
as minority counsel of the Senate In
terior and Insular Affairs Comin.ittee. 
Because of his substantial contribution 
and . his great ability, AUen . Mitchem's 
absence will be sorely felt. 

It was upon my recommendation that 
Allen Mitchem came to his position as 
m1nority COtµlSel early in the first ses:_ 

· sion of the 87th Congress. He is ad
mirably equipped for this denianding 
job. -A · graduate of Fort Hays, Kans., 
State College, Mr. Mitchem -went on tO 
law school at Washburn Municipal Uni• 

versity where he was awarded his LLB 
degree magna cum laude. He holds a 
master's degree in law earned at Colum
bia University. 

Mr. Mitchem was an associate prof es
sor at the University of Denver College 
of Law for 5 years and is still' a lecturer 
at that institution. For several years, 
he was a visiting lecturer at the Uni
versity of Colorado School of Law. Mr. 
Mitchem left.his la~ practice in Denver, 
Colo., to serve on the Interior Committee 
and has now returned to it. Water law 
is of particular interest to him, and he 
is a recognized authority in this field. 
His guidance, recommendations and 
suggestions bave time and -again re
vealed the keen appreciation and con
cern he has over water problems as well 
as other important legislative areas 
which were bef or-e the committee dur
ing the past 2 years. 

I regard.it as a rare and deserved trib
ute to Mr. Mitchem that all 17 mem
bers of the, committee voted to adopt a 
resolution .complimenting the minority 
counsel for _a job well done. I wish hi:tµ 
wen m>on his return to his home and the 

·practice of law. I ask unanimous con
sent that the -resolution be printed at 
this point in the RECORD . . 



21974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE October 3 
. There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas Allen P. Mitchem left the private 
practice of law to serve as minority counsel 
to the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee during the 87th Congress of the 
United States; and 

Whereas he has performed his duties and 
acquitted himself with distinction in that 
capacity, rendering able service, in a schol
arly and professional manner consonant 
with his standing as a lawyer and teacher 
of the law; and 

Whereas the entire committee has bene
fited by his counsel and guidance, and in 
recognition of his outstanding service; now, 
therefore, at the time of his departure: 
be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs of the U.S. Senate does 
hereby commend Allen P. Mitchem and ex
press its appreciation for the services he 
has rendered. 

Adopted in session of the full committee 
this 5th day of September 1962. 

CLINTON p. ANDERSON' Chairman; HENRY 
M. JACKSON, ALAN BIBLE, JOHN A. 
CARROLL, FRANK CHURCH, ERNEST 
GRUENING, FRANK E. Moss, OREN E. 
LONG, QUENTIN N. BURDICK, LEE MET
CALF, J. J. HICKEY, THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
GORDON ALLOTT, JACK MILLER, JAMES 
B. PEARSON, JOE H. BOTTUM, LEN B. 
JORDAN. 

Attest: 
JERRY T. VERKLER, 

Chief Clerk. 

THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FOUNDING OF THE RESERVE OF
FICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join in saluting the Reserve 
Officers Association upon its 40th anni
versary. 

I have been proud to be a Reserve of
:flcer of the Navy, and to give my sup
port, and my membership, to ROA. It 
has a :fine record of constructive service 
to the cause of national security. 

ROA is one of the Nation's :fine, free 
institutions. Only in a great free coun
try like ours could associations of this 
type exist, free to make its recommenda
tions on national policy with full con
:fldence that its views will be fully 
considered, and oftentimes made as 
national policy. 

One characteristic of ROA is most 
signi:flcant to me. We are in the middle 
of national political campaigns. In this 
body are representatives of every section 
of our country, the ditierent political 
parties, and philosophical convictions. 
Yet, from all of these groups we come 
together in agreement to work for "a 
military policy which will provide ade
quate national security." We may differ 
on every other issue; yet ROA brings us 
together for this common goal. That 
too is a signi:flcant service of this asso
ciation. 

NEEDED: ACTION ON LEGISLATION 
FOR EXPANDING UNIVERSITY EX
TENSION SERVICES 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Sen

ate, yesterday, wisely approved S. 3477 

which I cosponsored, designed to expand 
educational opportunities through the 
extension service of universities. This 
represents, in my judgment, a major step 
forward in better meeting the education
al needs of the Nation. 

As adopted by the Senate, the Uni
versity of Wisconsin, for example, would 
receive a :first year matching grant of 
about $194,000 for expansion of its al
ready :fine extension services. Realisti
cally, this is late in the session. I am 
very hopeful, however, that our col
leagues on the House side will take af
:flrmative action on this legislation prior 
to adjournment. 

INTERNATIONAL ISSUES 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks an editorial written by Mr. John 
S. Knight and published in the Akron, 
Ohio, Beacon-Journal of September 30, 
1962. The editorial · deals soundly and 
effectively with a number of internation
al issues. Mr. Knight's views are worthy 
of profound consideration. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A LIGHT DAWNS IN EUROPE-U.S. BEARS EX

CESSIVE LOAD 
Since Fidel Castro's statement that the 

Russians will help build a "major port" in 
Cuba for their Atlantic fishing fleet, the New 
York Times is beginning to take notice of the 
Communist threat to the Americas. 

In a masterpiece of understatement, the 
Times has this to say: 

"This announcement, if it is implemented, 
can only mean that the shadow of the Ham
mer and Sickle is darkening the Western 
Hemisphere." 

But let's not be beastly to Fidel Castro 
and the Russians? 

WE LEARN TOO LATE 
The Manchester Guardian finds that "the 

American people are being asked to bear a 
grossly disproportionate share of world econ
omic aid." Other NATO nations have failed 
to contribute their fair share. 

This column has made the same point for 
more than a decade. But nobody was lis
tening. 

Now there is talk by Eugene Black, of the 
World Bank, that it may be preferable for 
the developed nations to render their· aid 
through agencies like his instead of providing 
it directly to the recipients. 

Mr. Black thinks that such a multilateral 
agency would shelter the United States from 
the bitterness of those who feel · they are 
not getting enough. 

The economist of London correctly ob
serves that "many Members of Congress, 
who are being told constantly that Europe 
has found the key to prosperity, wonder why 
it does not share more of the burden; many 
are genuinely concerned about their coun
try's balance of payments; many are dis
illusioned about foreign aid and feel ·that 
the administration is attempting too much." 

To make sure that our opinion makers 
don't get any such radical notions, the State 
Department is shortly holding a "briefing" 
in Washington for the press and the broad
casters. 

At that time, the foreign aid people will 
admit making "a few mistakes" such as 
the •17 million highway in Cambodia which 
is now falling apart. Then comes the hard 
sell that we are shoring up the free world 

against commu~ism, and must not fail in 
that duty. 

That tired old line will satisfy 80 per
cent of those present who, in turn, will con
tinue to dose the American people with 
pitlle and platitudes. 

I welcome recent converts to Mr. Black's 
and my theory that world responsibility is 
not America's alone.· 

But where were they when their sup
port might have prevented the misuse of 
foreign aid and stemmed the outflow of 
American gold? 

MORE CARROT, LESS STICK 
President Kennedy told a conference of 

business magazine editors that he is not 
antibusiness but is finding it hard to keep 
"all businessmen" happy. 

In particular, the President wondered why 
business wasn't more enthusiastic over the 
7 percent credit offered in the new tax bill 
to businessmen who modernize or expand 
their production facilities. 

The short answer is that unless manufac
turers and businessmen see a definite need 
for expansion and modernization, they're not 
about to invest in new equipment just to 
get a 7 percent tax credit. 

The President should stop worrying over 
how to keep businessmen "happy," and do 
more to win their confidence. 

This is not accomplished by inviting a 
few industrial tycoons to the White House 
for cocktails and dinner. 

But if Government, and that includes 
Congress, will make a conscientious effort 
to promote an atmosphere of cooperation 
with business as they do in England and 
Western Europe, our businessmen will re
spond with enthusiasm. 

• • 
In Europe, as I have said, the governments 

do everything they can to stimulate busi
ness activity even to the point of taking 
away the markets for U.S. products. 

But in this country it seems more impor
tant to the politicians to get an indictment 
or to cite someone for contempt than to 
learn how we can better compete in world 
trade. 

If the President wants to create more jobs, 
the way to do it is to foster the hope of re
ward and give the businessman some idea 
of the Government's ground rules. 

Says Goodyear's E. J. Thomas, chairman of 
the board: "Most of us do not fear compe
tition and we'll operate according to the 
rules--if we can find out what they are. 
Business uneasiness is caused in large part 
because it is impossible to plan for the fu
ture with any certainty." 

And that's the point. Government can't 
go around continually whacking the dairy 
cow over the rump and still get the same 
amount of milk. 

• 
RANDOM NOTES 

The tllght of Latin American capital to 
Switzerland continues. Latin investments 
overseas a.re estimated at $5 to $15 blllion. 
"Governments that constantly preach the 
need for social progress, on one hand," says 
the St. Louis Post Dispatch, "and the need 
for foreign aid, on the other, should feel 
obliged to do no less. than to control their 
own wealth and to help themselves." 

• • • • 
The Greeks, who cried to Vice President 

LYNDON JOHNSON about proposed cuts in 
foreign aid, intend to keep on shipping goods 
to Cuba. • • • The British say their ship
owners will not carry goods to and from 
Cuba which might embarrass the Govern
ment's relations with the United States, but 
they will not cut off all trade. • • • Secre
tary Rusk has asked NATO countries not to 
use their ships to transport Communist 
goods to Cuba. • • • Turkey 1s complying 



1962 CONGRESSlQNAL RECORD- ·SENATE 21975 
with this request. • • • If others turn ~s 
down, we should be less resi>onslv~ · wtth our 
favors. 

• ·• • • 
JOHN s. KNIG~~· 

DAIRY PRODUCTS FOR THE NEEDY 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. Pre~ident, 

America's abundant dairy production is 
being used effectively in providing butter, 
dry milk solids, and cheese to relieve hu
man hunger at home and abroad. These 
are products acquired under farm price 
support programs, and distibuted in this 
county through U.S. Department of Agri
cultue programs and overseas by volun
tary relief agencies and the Agency for 
,International Development. 

During the past fiscal year, our Na
tion's schools, needy families, and chari
table institutions shared in the donation 
of more than 160 million pounds of but
ter, and are continuing to receive this 
nutritious food in the current year. 

Last January, with supplies of butter 
exceeding the needs of domestic ·outlets, 
the Department of Agriculture otf ered 
butter for donation abroad under the 
food-for-peace program, for the first 
time since 1956. Some 200 million 
pounds of butter were offered for dis
tribution to needy persons in · friendly 
foreign nations through U.S. private vol
untary welfare agencies. 

Much of this is and will be converted 
to butter oil, which saves on shipping 
and handling costs through a reduction 
of -20 percent in volume through removal 
of salt and moisture. Sealed in tins, but
ter oil also is more easily distributed 
through the limited facilities generally 
available in underdeveloped countries 
around the globe. Most important, of 
course, butter oil is more familiar and 
acceptable to the people of the Mideast 
and Far East than is butter as we know 
it. Already 65 million pounds of butter 
oil ·are being shipped or available for 
shipment overseas---the equivalent of 
about 80 million pounds of butter. In 
addition, some 4% million pounds ' of 
packaged butter is available now for 
shipment to those countries that have fa
cilities for its handling and distribution. 

The concentrated nutrients of nonfat 
dry milk solids also are helping to im
prove diets at home and abroad. This 
product is a great aid in providing better 
nutrition for children in many . under
deyeloped countries. During the p1:1.st 
fi,scal ye.ar more than 733 million pqunds 
of the milk solids were distributed at 
home and abroad, compared with 530 
million pounds in the previous year. We 
are in a position to supply all the milk 
powder that will be needed, and for 
oversea shipment alone some 870 million 
pounds have been made available this 
fiscal year. 

American cheese, like butter, recently 
was made available for foreign donation, 
a~d 40 million pounds have been offered 
for immediate needs. Last year~ 102 
million pounds of cheese were donated 
to schools, institutions, and needy fam
ilies in this count~. 

~HE 12~TH_ .t\NNIVERS~Y OF PRO~
. · . ESTANTISM. IN KANS~S . 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on Oc
tober ·21, · 1962, the Protestant denomi
nations will · recognize the 125th · anni
versary of the beginning of Protestanism 
in the State· of Kansas, and the estab
lishment of the first known Protestant 
church west of the Missouri River. 
These events are being recognized 
throughout the State this year. · 

This religious movement into new and 
unsettled . territory resulted in many 
great contributions to· the building of 
moral, ethical, and spiritual standards of 
my State and of our country. From 
these concepts have grown the freedom 
that we cherish and enjoy. 

The first Protestant church established 
in Kansas was established as a mission 
to the Iowa and Sac Indians by the Board 
of Foreign Missions of the United Pres
byterian Church in the year 1837. Out of 
the origin.al ministry grew many great 
denominations and also grew the first 
college in the State of Kansas known as 
the Highland College. 

The Governor of Kansas, the Honor
able John Anderson, Jr., has issued a 
statewide proclamation recognizing the 
anniversary, which reads as follows: 

Whereas, the Christian faith played an 
important part in .the lives of the early 
settlers of Kansas; and 

Whereas, those Christian principles ad
hered to by the early settlers are embodied 
in the constitution of the State of Kansas; 
and . . . 

Whereas the Synod of Kansas and the 
Topeka-Highland Presybtery thro:ughout this 
year, 1962, will be recognizing the :rounding 
of the Highland Presbyterian Mission' in 
1837, the birth of the Reverend s. M. Irvin, 
first Presbyterian missionary in Kansas, and 
the establishment of the first Protestant 
church organization in Kansas in 1843: 

Now, therefore, I, John Anderson, Jr., Gov
ernor of the State of Kansas, do hereby pro
claim the year 1962, as the 125th anniversary 
of the :rounding of the Highland Mission, 
and the 159th anniversary of the birth of the 
Reverend S. M. Irvin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, 
morning business is closed. 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE,, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, 
AND .RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1963 . 
Mr. MAN.SFIELO. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the unfin
ished business be laid before the Sen
ate, and be made the pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of the bill 
(H.R. ·12580) making appropriations for 
the Departments of State, Justice,, and 
Commerce, the Judiciary, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1963, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ELµ!:Np~Jt . . Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk win call tile' roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
.ron. · 

Mr. MANSF.p:!:LJ:?. Mr. President, I 
ask Unanii:nous oonsent that the order 
for the quorum· call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

STRENGTHENING OF .CRIMINAL 
LAWS RELATING TO BRIBERY, 
GRAFT, AND CONFLICT OF INTER
EST 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing bU:Siness be laid aside temporarily, 
and that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 2176, House 
bill 8140. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
8140) to strengthen the criminal laws 
relating to bribery, graft, and conflict of 
interest, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of .the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
:Proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary with amendments on page 2, in 
the seventh line of the matter after line 
2, after the numerals "206. ", to strike 
out "Exemption of retired officers of the 
Armed Forces" and insert "Exemption 
of retired officers of -the uniformed serv
ices"; in line 9, after the word "there
of", to insert "including the District of 
Columbia"; on page 7, line 9, after the 
word "executive", to insert "or legisla-· 
tive"; in line 16, after the word "basis", 
to insert a comma and "or a part-time 
United States Commissioner. Notwith
standing the next preceding sentence, 
every person serving as a part-time local 
representative of a Member of Congress 
in the Member's home district or State 
shall be classified as a special Govern
ment employee."; on page 8, line 5, after 
the word "is". to insert "voluntarily"; in 
line 8, after the numerals "218", to insert 
"A Reserve officer of the Armed Forces 
or an officer· of the National Guard of 
the United States who is serving involun
tarily. sliall .be classified as a special Gov
ernment employee."; in line 15, after the 
word "sections", to strike out "203, 205," 
and insert "205"; on page 10, at the be
g-inning of line 6, to insert "involving 
a ·.speci:fic party or parties"; at the begin
ning of line 11, to strike out "which is 
or within two years has been a S'l,lbject 
of his official.responsibility, or <3 > "; in 
line 14, after the word "clause", to strike 
Qut "(3)" and insert "(2) "; · in line 15, 
after the word "who",' to strike out 
"serves no more than· fifteen days dur
ing any period of · three hundred and 
sixty-five consecutive days" and insert 
"has served in such · department ·or 
agency no more than sixty days during 
the immediately preceding period of 
three hundred and sixty-five consecutive 
days"; on page 12~ -1ine 3, after the word 
"matter", to insert :~involving a specific 
party or .parties"; in line 7, after the 
numeral "(2) ", to strike. out "which is or 
within two years has been a subject of 
his official responsibillty, or (3) "; in line 
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11, after the word "clause", to strike out 
"(3) " and insert "(2) "; in line 12, after 
the word "who", to strike out "serves no 
more than fifteen days during any period 
of three hundred and sixty-five consecu
tive days" and insert "has served in such 
department or agency no more than sixty 
days during the immediately preceding 
period of three hundred and sixty-five 
consecutive days"; in line 17, after the 
word "employee", to strike out ''from tak
ing uncompensated action, not inconsis
tent with the faithful performance of his 
duties, to aid or assist any person who is 
the subject of disciplinary, loyalty, or 
other personnel administration proceed
ings with respect to those proceedings" 
and insert "if not inconsistent with the 
faithful performance of his duties, from 
acting without compensation as agent or 
attorney for any person who is the sub
ject of disciplinary, loyalty, or other per
sonnel administration proceedings in 
connection with those proceedings."; on 
page 13, line 6, after the word "for", to 
strike out "or otherwise aiding or assist
ing"; in line 7, after the word "whom", to 
insert a comma and "or for any estate 
for which,"; after line 15, to strike out: 

Nothing herein or in section 203 or 207 pre
vents as present or former special Govern
ment employee from aiding or assisting an
other person in the performance of work 
under a contract with or for the benefit of 
the United States provided that the head of 
such special Government employee's- depart
ment or agency shall certify in writing that 
the national interest requires such aid or 
assistance. 

And, in lieu thereof, to· insert: 
Nothing herein or in section 203 prevents 

a special Government employee from acting 
as agent or attorney for another person in 
the performance of work under a grant by, 
or a contract with or for the benefit of, the 
United States provided that the head of the 
department or agency concerned with the 
grant or contract shall certify in writing that 
the national interest so requires. 

On page 14, line 11, after the word 
"the", to strike out "Armed Forces" and 
insert "uniformed services"; in line 14, 
after the word "the", where it appears 
the first time, to strike out "Armed 
Forces" and insert "uniformed services"; 
on page 15, line 5, after the word "mat
ter", to insert "involving a specific party 
or parties"; in line 11, after the word 
"within", to strike out "two years" and 
insert "one year"; in line 12, after the 
word "his", to strike out "last"; in line 
18, after the word "matter", to insert ''in
volving a specific party or parties"; in 
line 22, after the word "of", where it ap
pears the first time, to strike out "two 
years" and insert "one year"; in line 23, 
to strike out "his employment" and in
sert "such responsibility"; in line 25, af
ter the word "both", to insert a colon and 
"Provided. That nothing in subsection 
Ca)· or Cb) prevents a former officer or 
employee, Including a former special 
Government employee, with outstanding 
scientific or technological qualifications 
from acting as attorney or agent or ap
pearing personally in connection with a 
particular matter in. a scientific or tech
nological field if the head of the depart
ment or agency concerned with the mat
ter shall make & <:ertiflcation in Writing, 
published in the Federal Register, that 

the national interest would be served by 
such action or appearance by the former 
officer or employee."; on page 16, after 
line 10, to strike out: 
- (c) Whoever, being a · pa.rtner of ·a former 

officer or employee of the executive branch 
of the United States Government, of any 
independent agency of the United States, or 
of the District of Columbia, including a for
mer special Government employee, . engages, 
during a period of two years following the 
termination of the latter's employment by 
the Government, in any activities which 
such former officer or employee of the Gov
ernment or special Government employee is 
himself prohibited from engaging in by sub
section (a) hereof; or 

At the beginning of line 21, to strike 
out "(d)" and insert "(c) "; on page 17, 
line 21, after the word "in", to strike out 
"subsection (c) and (d)" and insert 
"subsection (c) "; on page 18, line 7, af
ter the word "a", to strike out "Govern
ment action, proceeding,'' and insert 
"judicial or other proceeding, applica
tion, request for a ruling or other deter
mination, contract, claim, controversy, 
charge, accusation, arrest,"; in line 11, 
after the word "spouse,'', to insert 
"minor"; in the same line, after the word 
"partner,'', to strike out "business"; and 
in line 21, after the word "the", to strike 
out "action, proceeding," and insert "jq
dicial or other proceeding, application, 
request for a ruling or other determina
tion, contract, claim, controversy, 
charge, accusation, arrest,". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is a bill which was reported out of the 
Judiciary Committee. It is my under
standing it is agreeable to the Senator 

·who is handling the bill, the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee CMr. 
KEFAUVER], and the distinguished Sena
tor from New York CMr. KEATING] that 
a limitation be requested on this meas
ure. With that in mind, and if the Sen
ate approves, I ask unanimous consent 
that 50 minutes be allocated to this bill, 
one-half to be under the control of the 
Senator from Tennessee CMr. KEFAUVER] 
and the other half to be under the con
trol of the Senator from New York CMr. 
KEATING] or other Senators whom he may 
wish to designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none-

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object--

Mr. MANSFIELD. And that there be 
a vote at the conclusion of that time. 

Mr. KEATING. I would not want it 
to appear in the RECORD that because I 
am agreeing to the limitation I oppose 
the bill. I favor the bill. It-is merely an 
accommodation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. I 
add the further understanding that a 
vo.t.e be taken at the conclusion of that 
time. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, am I to un
derstand that the limitation of 50 min
utes is on the bill? 
- Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, with the un

derstanding that at the conclusion of 
that period of time, or before that time, 
there be a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the quorum call required by 
the rule is dispensed with. 

-Is there objection to the unanimous 
consent request? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, re..:. 
serving the right to object, does any Sen
ator have any amendments? 

-Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Tennessee is looking at me 
with an inquisitive look. There are 
amendments at the desk. I intend to 
discuss them, but -I have concluded it 
would be unwise at this stage of the pro
ceedings to off er them. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
understand debate can be concluded 
within 50 minutes, and that a vote will 
then follow. 

The. PRESIDING OFFICER. With-. 
out objection, the request of the Senator 
from Montana is agreed to. 

Does the Senator from Montana desire 
that the time for the quonun call be 
charged? · · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, equally. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that further 
proceedings under the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, this 
bill is very important. It is somewhat 
technical, but every section, every line, 
every word has been hammered out and 
considered by the distinguished Antitrust 
Subcommittee of the House Judicial"Y 
Committee under the leadership of its 
able chairman, Representative CELLER. 
and by the Judiciary Committee of the 
Senate. · 

It has been studied for a long time by 
the Bar Association of the City of New 
York, wbich strongly recommends the 
bill, by the American Bar Association, 
and by the Department of Justice who 
also strongly suppart this bill. 

Although the bill we are considering 
does not arouse much public interest, it 
is one of the most important bills that 
will have been considered in this session 
o:f the Congress. 
· If enacted-and I think it will be, if 
it is limited to the amendments which 
have been recommended by the Senate 
Judiciary Committee-I think it will be 
one of the most-important accomplish
ments of this Congress. 

In the beginning I wish to pay tribute 
to the House committee, and particular
ly to its chairman, Representative 
CELLER, who over a period of 3 years has 
been studying this problem and various 
bills introduced by him. 

I also Wish to pay tribute to the bar 
associations which have been consider
ing the problem, and to the distinguished 
Senator from New York CMr. KEATING], 
who has given it a great deal of study, 
and whose individual views in the re
port of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary bring out several questions 
which are challenging and deserving of 
consideration. They will, of course, be 
given consideration at a time which is. 
appropriate. 

I know the distinguished senior Sena
tor from Oregon CMr. Monszl. one of 
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the great constitutional lawyers of the 
Congress, has studied this pre.blem. and 
been interested in it over a period of 
many years. His work in connection 
with the subject has been most worth
while. I am sure he will have some
thing to say later. 

I also commend the distinguished Sen
ator from Colorado CMr. CARROLL] who 
has been interested in the problem for 
several years, and whose Subcommittee 
on Administrative Practice and Proce
dure of the Judiciary Committee assisted 
greatly in improvement of the bill. 

I invite attention to the individual 
views of the Senator from Colorado CMr. 
CARROLL], which appear on page 16 of 
the report by the committee. 

i: invite the attention of Senators to the 
excellent hearings held by the Antitrust 
Subcommittee of the House of Repre
sentatives under Representative CELLER, 
copies of which I believe are available 
for all Senators. The hearings point out 
the great consideration which has been 
given to this problem over the years, 
the importance of the problem, and the 
fact that as a result of the study of the 
subject beginning in 1957 the President 
of the United States asked for legislation 
on this subject in his message to Con
gress transmitted in April of last year. 

I read a portion of the message by 
the President to the Congress at that 
time, referring to the conflict-of-interest 
statute. 

Five of these statutes were enacted be
fore 1873. Each was enacted without co
ordination with any of the others. No two 
of them use uniform terminology. All but 
one impose cr.iminal penalties. There is 
both overlap and inconsistency. Every study 
of these laws has concluded that, while 
sound in principle, they are grossly deficient 
in form and substance. 

The fundamental defect of these statutes 
as pre1:1ently written is that: On the one 
hand, they permit an astoni~hing range of 
private interests and activities by public of
ficials which are wholly incompatible with 
the duties of public omce; on the other 
hand, they create wholly unnecessary ob
stacles to recruiting qualified people for 
Government service. · 

The chairman of the committee in the 
House, Representative CELLER, also 
pointed out that manifestly the revision 
of the conflict-of-interest statutes is long 
overdue, and gave cogent reasons there
for. 

We know that, among other things, 
the President and his predecessors in the 
o:ffice of the Presidency have had a great 
deal of di:fficulty in obtaining specialized 
and knowl'edgeable assistants on a i:>~rt
time or consultant basis to help in the 
governmental operations and the ad
ministration of matters highly important 
to the United States. 

I also invite attention to the compre
hensive hearings held by the Senate Judi
ciary Committee on June 21 of this year, 
at which time a number of Senators and 
Representatives along with bar associa
tion o:fficials. The Attorney General was 
represented by Mr. Katzenbach who 
testified at length, as did the Senators 
from New York £Mr. JAVITS and Mr. 
KEATING] and several others. . 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a few brief comments? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield 

to the distinguished senior Senator from . 
Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I commend the Sena
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] and 
the Senator from New York CMr. KEAT
ING] for the leadership they have shown 
in connection with the bill now before 
the Senate. I believe it was in 1947 that 
I first introduced public disclosure bill, 
which would have been binding upon all 
Members of Congress and upon all Fed
eral employees receiving salaries of 
$10,000 or more a year. 

In essence, my public disclosure bill 
would require such public omcials, in
cluding Members of Congress, to disclose 
once each year to the public all sources 
of their income and all amounts of their 
income. 

I have spoken many times on this sub
ject during the past 15 or so years. The 
RECORD will speak for itself. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
close of the speech by the Senator from 
Tennessee,. or at some other appropriate 

· place, I may have printed in the RECORD 
a synopsis, in chronological order, of the 
proposed legislation I have introduced on 
this subject over the years, and a digest 
of my views on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Oregon? The Chair hears none,. 
and it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Will the Senator 

permit that to be printed following the 
remarks by various Senators about the 
bill? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. That is what I 
requested. My bill, now pending in the 
Senate, is s. 165. I also ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed along with 
the material I have obtained permission 
to insert in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if my 

friend from Tennessee and my friend 
from New York will permit, I wish to 
say that I have taken the position that 
we, as public o:fficials in the legislative 
branch of the Government, should dis
close this information because, the 
voters of this country are entitled to 
know our sources of income and the 
amounts of our income, including gifts. 
If we do not wish to live in a glass bowl 
we should not enter politics. 

If we are to keep the streams of democ
racy unpolluted from undue influences, 
from bribery, from "bought" politicians, 
the public is entitled to know all the facts 
in regard to the politicians so far as their 
economic resources are concerned. 

I have never varied from this position. 
I think this principle should be enacted 
into law. 

As brought out in the committee re
port before the Senate, that is not the 
only conflict of interest which may arise 
in public service, because conflicts of 
interest may arise as a result of Mem
bers of Congress, in effect, being lobby
ists on the floors of both Houses of Con
gress. That is a sordid thought. It is 
an ugly thought; but it is a reality. 

That is what happens time and time 
again when proposed legislation is be
fore the Congress and an investigation 

of the background, the economic con
nections, the business connections, and 
the professional connections of some 
Members of the Congress shows that 
they are really parties in interest in 
connection with proposed legislation. 
They ought to disqualify themselves. 

Yet, as we go back through the rec
ord of the Congress, we find that it is a 
rarity when a Member of Congress 
stands up and asks to be excused from 
voting on a question. In my 18 years 
I have seen proposed legislation before 
the Senate in regard to which some Sen
ators should never have voted, and in 
support of which they should never have 
uttered a syllable from their lips. Y:et 
here on the floor of the Senate; in effect, 
they have been the most effective lobby
ists that the proponents of some pro
posed legislation have had. 

As a result of that action I have always 
despaired. It has always saddened me. 
I do not think it is in keeping with the 
maintenance of the clean stream of Gov
ernment. In my judgment they should 
not even participate in debate in regard 
to any question with respect to which 
they have a :financial interest. 

I close with the statement that it is 
too late in the present session for us to 
engage in a long discussion of this sub
ject. Although I heartily support the 
proposed legislation, in my judgment it 
does not go far enough. 

Next January, if the voters shall have 
sent me back to the Senate-and I have 
every confidence that they will send me 
back-I shall introduce proposed legis
lation that will seek to do a purifying 
job on this problem. The American peo
ple are entitled to have the question de
termined once and for all, for in my 
judgment no politician has the right-
the moral right, at least-to proceed to 
criticize wrongdoers outside the Govern
ment for seeking to pollute the stream 
of democracy if they themselves fail to 
keep not only their hands clean, ·but 
their whole bodies clean, so far as the 
body politic is concerned. We shall not 
do so unless we rid the Halls of Congress 
and the administrative branch of the 
Government of any and all conflicts of 
interest. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Tennessee appreciates the 
remarks of the senior Senator from Ore
gon, and in general agrees with him. I 
am aware that over a period of 18 years 
the Senator has fought hard for a code 
of ethics for Members of Congress in 
relation to a conflict-of-interest statute, 
which would be a guide to Members of 
Congress and those in the executive 
agencies in respect to the matters about 
which he has spoken. Such legislation 
is long overdue, not only with respect to 
the executive agencies, but also as to 
Members of Congress. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
KEATlNG] has some amendments pend
ing. I can only say in that regard that 
the· amendments that have been sub
mitted to the House bill are largely tech
nical amendments. We have reason tO 
believe that if today amendments are 
added to the bill which have not been the 
subject of hearings · in the Ho.use com
mittee and in the Senate, the whole bill 
will be imperiled and probably no bill on 



21978 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - ~ENATE October 3_ 

the subject Will be passed. So it is im
perative that the bill . be passed in its 
present form. 

I know that shortly the Senator from 
New York will further explain his rec
ommendations, which are in line with the 
recommendations of the Senator from 
Oregon, and ·which I wish to join in 
recommending and sponsoring. They 
provide that there shall be a joint House
Senate Committee on Ethics, or an en ... 
largement of the authority of the Senate 
Committee on Rliles and Administration~ 
to consider the very problem about which 
the Senator from Oregon has spoken in 
connection with Members of Congress. 

I hope and feel that such action will 
be taken at the next session of Congress. 
I am sure the Senator from Oregon will 
agree with me, however, that the prob
lem in connection with Members of 
Congress is intricate and difficult. To 
reach a correct decision would not be 
as easy as in connection with those in 
the administrative agencies. It involves 
such questions as. whether a Senator who 
owns a farm should vote on farm legis
lation. 

Mr. MORSE. At times I have asked 
to be excused from voting. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. AU kinds of diffi
culties might arise. But it is high time 
that there be a rule of ethics or a change 
in the confilct-o-f-interest statutes to deal 
with Members of Congress.- Of course, 
they are already dealt with in two provi
sions of the conflict-of-interest laws, but 
these are not adequate to cover the prob
lems, I readily admit. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I wish to make two 

statements. First, the Senator has 
raised question as to whether a Senator 
who owns a farm should vote on an agri
cultural bill as a result of which he 
could obtain some economic assistance 
if the bill were passed. In my judgment, 
whenever such a question arises, such 
a. Senator should be excused from voting. 
On one occasion-and the only occasion 
on which the issue arose in regard to 
the agricultural pursuits, the senior Sen
ator from Oregon did exactly that. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I recall that the 
Senator did. 

Mr. MORSE. I think that is exactly 
what a Senator should do. We ought to 
accept the bill today. 

we should pass the bill. It is the best 
we can do in the closing hours of the 
pre5ent session. I think it is perfectly 
clear that if we encumber the bill with 
amendments, we shall have no bill. We 
should accept the bill. Then when we 
return in January, the Senator from 
Tennessee CMr. KEFAUVER], the Senator 
from New York £Mr. KEATING], the Sen
ator from Oregon and other Senators 
who snare our point of view should foin 
in the introduction of additional pro
posed legislation that would improve the 
situation beyond the point provided in 
the pending bill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
Senator from Oregon. With the support 
and help of the Senators from New 
York fMr. JAVITS and Mr. KEATING] and 
many others who are interested, I am 

sure .something ·can be star.ted and ac~ more precise in expressing what is clearly . 
complished. . . . i_ntended by th~ preaen·t · broad. j)hrase.-· 

Mr. YARBOROUGH . . Mr. President, This is my question of .the ·senator 
will the Senator yield? from Tennessee. ·Does not that language 

Mr . . KEFAUVER. I yield to my very fn this bill relax tlie prohibition in the 
distinguished friend, the Senator from raw instead of tightening it? The pres- · 
Texas. · · ent law provides that a Governmentem-

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the ployee is prohibited from receiyi;ng a:py · 
distinguished senior Senator from Ten- private payment$ "in connection with" 
nessee for his position on this issue, as his services. That langµ.age is being 
on so many other issues presented to chapged so as to prohibit him from re-
the Senate at this session and past ses- - · 
sions, but this session in particular. ·I ceiving any payments "as compensation 
cite the drug bill, the space satellite com- for such services." " ' 
mlinications bill, and many other bills · Let us suppose, for exampte~ that a 
upon which he has rendered such no- public offieer says he cannot stay in 
table service to the people of the United Washington on a salary of $15,000 or 
states. .... $20,000 a year, and a private business 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In connection with oilers to supplement his income by pay
the space communications satellite bill, ing him x number of dollars to enable 
I must say that we did not get the best him to stay in Washington. Suppose 
possible bill. some governmental official should decide 

· Mr. YARBOROUGH. Yes, but the he cannot work .for the ~over~ental 
Senator performed' a commendable sala~y and a private bu_smess. interest 
service to the public in bringing to the c:Ioes offer to supplement his pay by $5,0.00 
attenti-on of the American public what . a year or any o~er sum of money. The 
was being done. present law provides th.at a a:<>vernment. 

I point out to the distinguished Sen- employ~e cannot. recei~e pr~vate pay
ator ·from Tennessee that we in the Com- ments .m connection with his e~ploy
merce Committee inserted a sentence in ment. The amendlnent says he may not 
the space communications bill that, I J,"eceive . ~ay~ents "as compensation.". 
think, will save the people of our coun- M~ question i~: ~oe~ not this language 
try much money "in the future. That relax the restriction m present law?. 
sentence provides that Congress reserves Mr. KE~AUyER. It is probably un
the power to amend or repeal the law. fortunate that we did not allow more· 
Of course that power is inherent in.Con- time in which to discuss the bill. The 
gress, anirway; hut the eXPress provi- time is_ very, short.,. The bill does not 
sion _in the space communications bill rela~ present law ·in this respect. _ T.he 
is a warning to those who received spe- intention is to clarify it. 
cial giveaways under the . bill, that they Mr. YARBOROUGH. That is what "I 
cannot obtain any vested right under the: wanted to have assurance on from the. 
measure to continue to receive that give- Senator from Tennessee. 
away. Mr. KEFAUVER. On the contrary, it. 

The distinguished Senator from Ten- strengthens present law in some ways. 
nessee has rendered many notable serv- Mr. YARBOROUGH. That · is my 
ices in this body to the American people. basic question, really . . I 'congratulate~ 
In noting his work in connection with the Senator from Tennessee in ·sti·ength
the pending legislation to eliminate cor- ening this law.. Strengthening was 
rupt practices, I commend him -for his needed. 
work on the pending measure, as well - Mr. KEFAUVER. It does establish a 
as on all proposed legisla~ion in the Con- special rule with · respect to temporary 
gress which I have mentioned. employees in connection with such a 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is very situation to protect such employees from 
generous. I do not deserve what he has running afoul of the conflict of interest 
said. statute where the public's protection 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I have one does not require it. 
question of the distinguished Senator . Mr. YARBOROUGH. I wanted t~ 
from Tennessee. On page 14 of the re- have that made clear 
port, under tl~e heading "Salary of Gov- The. PRESIDING. OFFICER The 
ernment Offi~ials and E~~loyees Paya!Jle time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
Only by Umted States, the f ollowmg expired. -
statement appears: Mr .. KEFAUVER. ·May I have a little 
SECTION 209. SALARY oF GovERNMENT OF- more time? Will the Senator' from New 

FICIALS AND EMPLOYEES PAY ABLE 0NL Y BY 
UNITED STATES York yield me 2 minutes? 
Section 209 is similar to title 18, United · Mr. KEATING. I am afraid that all 

States Code, section 1914. The latter pro- my time has been committed. However, 
hibits a Government employee from receiv- I ask unanimous consent, with the co
lng any salary in connection with his Gov- operation from the majority leader, that 
ernment services from a private source. the Senator from Tennessee may have 
Subsection (a) of section 209 would reenact- 5 additional minutes. 
this prohibition in substance and, in addi-
tion, would make it an offense for anyone Mr. RUSSELL. Mr; President, reserv-
to make a p ayment to a Government em- ing the right to object, we seem to be 
ployee the receipt of which would violate trying very hard to discuss in a very 
the section. limited time, a subject that seems to 

The present · statute's ban on the receipt me to be of great importance. I have a 
of private paytr].ents "in connection with" question that I desire to propound also, 
an employee's Government services is .. re-, 
placed in section 209(a) with a ban· on the before. we vote on the bill. . 
receipt of such payment s "as compensation · Mr. KEATING. I am. agreeable to any 
for " such services. The new language Is provision with respect to additional tiine. 
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Mr. RUSSELL .. - I woulg suggest that 

the Senator ask for 10- additional IJ1in., ... 
utes. I have a question . "that I should 
like to ask. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr .. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
may be extended by 10 minutes, and that 
enough time be allotted to allow the Sen:. 
ator from Georgia to ask his questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I notice that the bill 
contains section 206, which applies to 
retired officers of the uniformed services. 
This is the first time that the bill has 
come to my attention. Are retired 
officers exempted from any penalties? 
Is that all that the ·bill does in that re
spect? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. This question was 
considerably discussed in committee. 
Generally speaking, the section does not 
change the present law applicable to re
tired officers: 

Mr. RUSSELL. The present · law is 
left as it is? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. That is sub
ject to study next year. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator believes 
the provision is adequate. One of the 
things that has impressed me most in this 
situation has been the fact that men may 
retire from high positions in the armed 
services and then accept positions with 
private industry and sell to the men who 
were their aides-perhaps majors or men 
holding lower rank-while they were 
four-star generals in the service. I be
lieve that part of the law is capable of 
more abuse than many other parts, much 
more than in the case of a civilian em.:. 
ployee leaving Government employment. 

Mr. President, the Committee on 
Armed Services recently conducted hear
ings on the conflict of interest laws ap
plicable to retired military personnel as 
they relate to the forfeiture of retired 
pay if they engage in selling activities 
during retirement. The committee voted 
to repeal the present provisions making 
Navy and Marine Corps officers subject to 
a forfeiture of retired pay .if they en
gaged in selling to their departments at 
any time after retirement. At the same 
time, the committee increased from 2 
to 3 years the provisions applicable to all 
services which make retired officers sub
ject to a forfeiture of retired pay if they 
engaged in selling to any Department of 
Defense activity subsequent to 3 years 
after retirement. 

During these headngs it appeared that 
little was being done in the executive 
branch to ellf orce section 281° of the 
Criminal Code, which makes retfred of.:. 
ficers subject to criminal penalties if 
they engage in certain ·selling activities 
to their own department at any time 
after retirement. · 

I~ appea~ed. that ~nly. tl:~e _qomptrolle~ 
General was making an effort to review 
this matter .that is so' ...capable or abuse 
and violation. - r ,_ - • r 

I would like to insert.into the record at 
this point, first, those. p0rtions ·of ·the 

CVIII--1384 

.ooi:nmittee report .which deal with the 

.reasons why- retired military personnel 

.are accorded different statutory treat·
ment from other categories of persons, 
·and "Second, that part of the report deal
'in~ with the committee's observation on 
the lack of enforcement in the executive 
branch of section 281 of the Criminal 
Code as it relates to military retired per
sonnel. 

The committee report emphasizes that 
its action on the forfeiture bill should in 
no way be construed as supporting a 
change in the present language of sec
tion 281. On the contrary, the com
mittee observed that the present pro
visions could possibly be better enforced. 
[Excerpts from Senate Report No. 1979, 87th 

Congress, Aug. 29, 1962] 
BASIS FOR THE STATUTES INVOLVED 

For many years these statutes have pro
vided prohibitions against procurement ac
tivities of retired officers who are employed in 
private industry subsequent to their active 
service. Originally, the prohibited procure
ment activities applied only to the depart
ment in which the officer held a retired 
status. In 1952, however, in the provision 
mentioned above, the prohibited activities 
were extended so that a retired regular offi
cer was not only prohibited from selling to 
·the department from which he retired, but 
·to all agencies of the uniformed services, for 
a period of 2 years following retirement. 

The basic purpose of these confiict-of
in terest provisions for retired military offi
cers, which are more strict than those ap
plicable to other categories of personnel, is 
to prevent the use of personal intluence on 
the part of retired officers in connection 
'with the procurement of supplies and war 
materials between the military agencies and 
the private contractor who employs the re
tired officer. 

Some of the factors that might give rise 
to confiict-of-interest situations include as
.s.ociations while on active duty with those 
former subordinates who remain in active 
service, the prestige generally of those who 
served in high rank on active duty, possible 
close knowledge of the military department 
by the retired officer, and possibly the con
tinued association between the retired officer 
and the service from which he is retired. 
Although the basic statutes were enacted 
-some years ago, the need for a continued 
rule is underscored by the fact that retired 
officers now are employed by the hundreds 
ln defense industry, and the fact that the 
Defense Department undertakes procure
Jnent actions totaling · billions of dollars, 
much of which is on a negotiated basis. 

It should be emphasized that the sense 
·of integrity on the part of the overwhelming 
majority of the retired officers would preclude 
-any violations of the statutory provisions. 
These ·provisions, however, do serve as a de
.terrent for the few who might be tempted 
:and. a penalty for the few who might actually 
violate the provisions. 
· The committee would like to emphasize 
_that the prohibited activities relate only to 
the sel11ng process. They do not affect re
'tired officers who act either for themselves 
or· for others in various nonsales positions, 
-including executive, administrative, and 
technical positions. The skills and talents of 
retired Qfficers' may be fully utiliZed in activi
ties not connected with the selling process. 

. COMMITTEE OBSERVATION ON sicTION 281, 
TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE 

Another important provision relating to 
·con1lict of interests of retired ofllcers is" sec
'tion· 281~ title .18, _United .States Code, to 
-which reference has already been made. The 

:Comtnittee t>n Armed Ser~iees does ·not have 
·Jurisdiction over the U.S. Criminal~ Code, al
.though this commitee does have Iegislatlve 
jurisdiction generally over the retired mm;. 
-tary officers who are subject to' the criminal 
·provision. · 

Testimony before the committee indicated 
that although the Comptroller General had 
found violations in a number of cases under 
the provisions involving forfeiture of pay, 
none of .these cases was referred by the De- · 
partment of Defense to the Depart~ent of 
Justice for the purpose of examining possible 
violations of section 281, title 18. It would 
appear that consideration could be given in 
the executive branch to improving the pro
cedures and coordination by the Department 
·of Defense and the Department of Justice 
with respect to the matter of reviewing pos
sible violations of this provision. 

With respect to the meaning of section 281, 
the Department of Justice, which is charged 
by statute with the responsibility for inter
preting the law as it applies to the executive 
branch, has indicated that retired officers 
are within the scope of section 281. Further
more, the Department of Defense regulation 
5500.7, in enclosure 3, page 3, states the fol
lowing with respect to this provision: . 

"a. 18 U.S.C. 281 exempts retired officers not 
on active duty from it.a application, but it 
prohlbits a Regular retired officer from rep
resenting any person in the sale of anything 
to the Government through the Department 
in whose service he holds a retired status." 

The Air Force regulation AFR SC>-30, sec
tion 16b, page 5, states that: "no Regular re
tired Air Force officer will sell. contract for 
the sale of, or negotiate for the sale of any~ 
thing to the Air Force at any time." 

The statutory basis for this rule after such 
an officer has been retired for ·m.ore than 2 
-years is section 281, title 18, United States 
,Code. 

NO INTENT TO AFFECT SECTION 281, TITLE 18 

The committee would like to emphasize 
that its action in recommending this bill 
should not be construed in any way, by in
tent, implication, or otherwise, as meaning 
that se<:tion 281 should be amended to reduce 
its scope, either in terms of limiting the pro
hibited procurement activities, or by limiting 
the period following retirement to which the 
·provision applies. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I recognize the 
abuses in this area and I feel it should be 
dealt with specifically. In at least one 
respect the present law applicable to such 
omcers is changed by this bill. Unde1· 
section 207 if they are working oh a· par~ 
ticular matter for - tbe armed services, 
they cannot leave that employment and 
later participate in the same matter iii 
civilian life. That prohibition is for 
life, not merely for 2 years, which is 
.the provision at the present time. In 
some other respects, I believe the general 
provisions of 207 will also change the 
present status of retired omcers. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I say to the Senator 
that the Committee on Aimed Services 
surrendered jurisdiction in these areas 
to the pommittee on the Judiciary sev
eral years ago, because it involves crim
.inal penalties. I hope that this matter 
will not be entirely overlooked and not 
considered by the Judiciary Committee 
in the writing of appropriate. legislation, 
I assumed, when we surrendered juris
diction to the Committee on the Judi
ciary, that that committee would at least 
.take cogn~zance of ~l!e J?OSsibility of this 
abuse. · · · 

Mr. KEFAUVER.· .· The Committee on 
the Judiciary has discussed ~he matter. 
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It does recognize that · this problem 
exists, and should be dealt with by 
legislation. I assure .the Senator that 
there will be a . strong effort made in 
the next Congress to bring that about. 
But we now are confronted with the 
situation if ·we substantially change the 
bill, that we will get no law this year. 
There are certain matters of near emer
gency nature which should be dealt 
with now. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Does the Senator in
tend to review the matter in the next 
session of Congress? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. As the Senator 
knows, I am only a very minor member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. To 
the extent of any influence that I may 
have, the subject will be reviewed and 
something will be done about it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not agree with 
the Senator's estimate of himself. It 
should be stated in justice that he is a 
powerful member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, · and is the chairman of 
some of the most active subcommittees 
of that committee, which ·range into a 
great m·any areas. On the assurance 
that the Senator has given me, I shall 
not offer any amendment to the bill. 
However, I cannot refrain from express
ing my disappointment that the Com
mittee on the Judiciary has not dealt 
with what I regard as one of the most 
important conflict-of-interest areas in 
the Government. 
· Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with the 
Senator from Georgia that it is a matter 
that must be dealt with affirmatively. 

Whatever I am able to do will be 
done. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am certainly in 

complete and full accord with what the 
distinguished chairman of tne Commit
tee on Armed Services has had to say 
on this matter. I am heartened, despite 
the fact that this bill does not go far 
enough, by the statement of the Sena
tor from Tennessee, to the effect that 
a study will be inaugurated early next 
year. I should like to ask the distin
guished Senator from New York [Mr: 
KEATING], if I may, if he would express 
his views on this particular matter. 

Mr. KEATING. I feel very strongly 
that the bill does .not go far enough, and 
that we cannot leave it the way it is, or 
leave the matter with this bill. As the 
Senator will note from the individual 
views that I filed, dealing with Members 
of Congress, we should do something 
about the ·conflict-of-interest situation 
of Members of Congress. I agree with 
the Senator from Georgia that I hope 
something will be done about it. If we 
are not going to do anything about it, 
then we should let the ·committee of the 
Senator from Georgia do something 
about it, to take up this problem of con
flict of interest of retired officers. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I hope, if the Judi
ciary Committee should abandon this 
field, it will give the Committee on 
Armed Services some notice of that fact. 
Some years ago we started to deal with 
this subject, and the Committee on the 
Judiciary protested. I agreed with the 

committee. -under the Reorganization 
Act, this matter was clearly within the 
juristj.iction of the Judiciary Committee. 
I have advised persons who have .writ
ten to me about it that the matter was 
in the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. · Therefore, I hope that 
the committee will deal with the sub
ject and hold hearings on it and pay 
some attention to it, because in my opin
ion it is one of the most important 
areas in the conflict-of-interest field. 

While I am · not impugning anyone's 
motives, this situation is certainly sus
ceptible to more abuse than any other 
conflict-of-interest area in the Govern
ment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I again assure the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia that 
I fully agree with him that this is one 
of the bad abuses. This is a House bill, 
and we hope to make only amendments 
which will be accepted by the House 
without the necessity of a conference. 
We have been informed that if new sub
ject matter makes it necessary to have 
a conference, the whole bill may be de
feated. 

The principal object of H.R. 8140 is to 
improve the current conflict of interest 
laws, most of which were first enacted 
in the 19th century. As now written, 
they are confusing, inadequate in cer
tain respects, too sweeping in other re
spects and, in general, fail to meet the 
needs of present-day Government. The 
shortcomings of these statutes have been 
pointed out in recent years by various 
committees of the Congress, by the exec
utive branch and by organizations of the 
bar. Each of these groups has found 
the underlying principles of the statutes 
to be sound but has at · the same time 
noted the need for their revision in the 
interests of clarification and moderniza
tion. 

This bill embodies the most important 
of the recommended changes in present 
law which were submitted by the Presi
dent with his special message of April 
27, 1961, on conflicts of interest and 
standards of conduct in the Government. 
In addition to the support of the admin
istration, the bill has the support of the 
American Bar Association and the As
sociation of the Bar of_ the City of New 
York. The New York City Association 
made an invaluable report in 1960 on 
the subject of the Federal conflict of 
interest laws and many of its recom
mendations have been written into the 
bill. Every witness who appeared at the 
hearings held by the Senate and . House 
Judiciary Committees favored the enact
ment of the biil. As far as I know, no . 
opposition to it has been voiced from 
any quarter. Although the Judiciary 
Committee made a number of amend
ments, I have no doubt they are accept
able to the House of Representatives. 

The bill has three main purposes in' 
connection with the conflict statutes: 

First, it strengthens certain of them by 
increasing the range of the Government 
matters in which activities giving rise 
to conflicts of interest are prohibited. As 
as result of jud.icial construction these 
statutes are p;resently regarded_ as pro
hibiting activities in connection with 
"claims against the Government" for 

mohey or property only. The ·bill would 
extend their -scope to include the· vast 
range of adrilinistrative proceedings and 
other similar matters which comprise a 
great part of the work of the Govern
ment departments and agencies today. 

The bill also strengthens present law 
by imposing a permanent bar, rather 
thari the present 2-year bar, against 
a former Government employee's repre
senting a private party in connection 
with a specific matter in which the 
former employee had participated per
sonally while working for the 
Government. 

The second main purpose of H.R. 8140 
is to clarify and simplify the existing 
statutes. It should be noted, however, 
that in certain respects it makes no sig
nificant changes. Thus, the two provi
sions applying to Members of Congress do 
not make any changes of susbtance in the 
corresponding provisions of the present 
law. One, in section 203 of the bill, pro
hibits the receipt of compensation by 
Members of Congress for representing 
others before the agencies of the Gov
ernment. The other, section 204, pro
hibits Members of Congress from prac
ticing in the Court of Claims. · 

·Similarly, the bill leaves untouched the 
two present sections of the conflicts 
statutes which pertain specifically to 
retired officers of the Armed Forces. · 

The third main purpose of H.R. 8140 
is to facilitate the Government's recruit
ing of skilled persons from private fields 
to serve it on an intermittent or tem
porary basis. At the same time, the bill 
affords the Government adequate pro
tection against conflicts of interest on 
the part of such persons. This dual 
purpose is achieved by creating in sec
tion 202 a category of Government em
ployees designated "special Government 
employees" who are not subject to the 
f~ll extent ()f the prohibitions applicable 
to the ordinary Government employee. 
This category is composed of employees, 
whether compensated or not, ·who serve 
not more than· 130 days ·during any 
period of 365 consecutive days either on 
a full-time or intermittent basis. 

Passing now to a summary of the pro
visions of H.R. 8140, I believe it will be 
helpful to describe first th.eir impact on 
the regular Government employee. He 
would be subject to four major co.nflict
of-interest restrictions under the bill. He 
would in general be prohibited from 
representing any other person in relation 
to any trans&ction involving the Govern
ment. The regular employee also would 
be prohibited from participating in a 
transaction involving the Government 
in the consequences of w:hich he, his 
spouse, minor child or business associates 
l).ave a significant financial · interest. 
Private sources would be prohibited from 
paying or supplementing his salary for 
his Government services. Finally, after 
leaving the Government service he 
would be prohibited from represe{iting 
another person in relation to any trans
action involving the Government · in 
which he participated personally and 
substantially as a Government employee. 
He would also in general . be barred for 
1 year following his Government em• 
ployment from representing anyone in 
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a matter in an area where he had had 
omcial responsibility at any time during 
his last year in the Government. 

The special Government employee 
would be prohibited from representing 
other persons only, :first, in matters 
involving the Government in which he 
has participated personally' and substan
tially and, second, if he serves an agency 
more than 60 days a year, in matters 
pending before that agency. As to par
ticipation in transactions involving the 
Government in the consequences of 
which he~ -his spouse, minor child or 
business associates have a financial in
terest, the special Government employee 
would be subject to the same restrictions 
as a regular employee. Similarly, the 
post.employment prohibitions applicable 
to a regular Government employee would 
apply equally to the special Government 
employee. However, the latter would 
not be subject to the restrictions against 
outside compensation applicable to the 
regular employee. 

A secondary purpose of H.R. 8140 is to 
consolidate into a single section-.sec
tion 201-of Government-wide applica
bility the gist of the various existing 
bribery statutes which apply separately 
to particular categories of Government 
omcials and to jurors and witnesses 08 
U.S.C. 201-213). This consolidation 
makes no significant changes of sub
stance and would not narrow the broad 
sweep of the .current bribery laws. 

Finally, the bill would add to "any 
·other remedies provided by law" an 
authorization for the Government to 
void any contract or. other transaction 
in relation to which there has been a 
:final conviction under the bribery or con
fiict-of-interest statutes. 

H.R. 8140 is the result of years of 
discussion and study, and its provisions 
are endorsed by the experts in the fields 
it covers. It is designed to promote the 
public interest by affording the Govern
ment the protection it requires and 
simultaneously making it possible for 
the Government to obtain services it re
quires. The need for the bill is undis
puted, and I urge that it be passed by 
the Senate promptly in order to permit 
its enactment this session. 
. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this Point in the 
RECORD a summary of H.R. 8140 which 
was prepared by the Department .of 
Justice. It is an excellent analysis of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUMMARY OF H.R. 8140 
INTRODUCTION 

In general, H.R. 8140-
1. Consolidates into a single section 

(sec. 201) of Government-wide applicability 
the gist of the v~rious existing bribery stat
utes which apply to particular categories of 
Government omcials (18 U.S.C., 201-213). 

2. Strengthens certain of the present con
ftict-of-interest statutes by increasing the 
range of the Government matters in which 
activities giving rise to confllcts of interest 
ate prohibited. As a result of Judicial con
struction these statutes are presently re
garded as prohibiting activities in connection 
with "'-claims against the GOvernment" for 
money or property only. The bill would ex-

tend their scope to include the vast range of 
administrative proceedings and other similar 
matters which comprise a great part of the 
work of the Government departments and 
agencies today. _ 

3. Fac1litates the recruiting of skilled per
sonnel t.o serve the Government on an in
termittent or temporary basis. Many Indi
viduals possessing the special skills and 
knowledge required intermittently or tem
porarily by the Government are engaged in 
private activities which are such that they 
would, under the existing conftlct-of-interest 
laws, be required to give up those activities 
in order to serve the Government merely 
on an intermittent, consultative or purely 
advisory basis. The bill, while protecting the 
interests of the Government, would modify 
existing law to permit such service in many 
cases without the present drastic conse
quences. 

4. Clarifies and simplifies the existing con
flict-of-interest laws. 

In connection with the conflicts provi
sions of the bill, it is helpful to observe at 
the outset that: 

(a) In dealing with the problem of the in
termittent or temporary consultant or ad
viser, the bill (sec. 202) creates a category of 
Government employees designated "special 
Government employees" who are not sub
ject to the full extent of the prohibitions 
applicable to the ordinary Government em
ployee. This category is composed of ~m
porary employees, whether compensated or 
not, who serve not more than 130 days dur
ing any period of 365 consecutive days either 
on a full-time or intermittent basis. 

(b) The bill includes District of:'. Columbia 
employees within its scope. 

(c) Only two sections apply to Members 
of Congress and they make no significant 
changes in the comparable two sections 'of 
the present law. One section (sec. 203) pro
hibits Members of Congress from represent
ing others before the agencies of the Gov
ernment. The other section (sec. 204) 
prohibits Members of Congress from practic
ing in the Court of Claims. 

(d) The bill makes no changes with re
spect to retired omcers of the Armed Forces. 

ANALYSIS 
The regular Government employee would 

be subject to four major conflict-of-interest 
restrictions under the bill. He would in 
general be prohibited from representing any 
other person in relation to any transaction 
invol"Ving the Government. The regular em
ployee also would be prohibited from par
"ticipating in a transaction involving the 
Government in the consequences of which 
he, his spouse, minor child, or business as
sociates have· a signiftcant financial interest. 
Private sources would be prohibited from 
paying or supplementing his salary for his 
Government services. Finally, after leaving 
the Government service, he would be pro
hibited from representing another person in 
relation to any transaction involving the 
Government ln which he participated per
sonally and substantially as a Government 
employee. He would also be barred for 1 
year following his Government employment 
from representing anyone ln a matter in the 
area where he had omcial responsibility dur
ing his last year in the Government. 

The special Government employee would 
be prohibited from assisting other persons 
only in ( 1) matters involving the Govern
ment in which he has participated person
ally and substantially, and (2) if he serves 
an agency more than 60 days a year, matters 
pending before that agency. As to partici
pation in transactions involving the Govern~ 
ment in the consequences of which he_, his 
spouse, Inlnor child, or business associates 
have a financial interest, the special Govern
ment employee would be subject to the same 
r.estrictions as a regular employee. Similarly, 
the 'postemployment prohibitions applicable 

to a regular Government employee would 
apply equally to the special Government em
ployee. However, the latter would not be 
subject to the restriction against outside 
compensation appllcable to the regular em
ployee. 

Finally, the bill would add to "any other 
remedies provided by law," an authorization 
for the Government to void any contract or 
other transaction in relation to which there 
has been a final conviction under the 
bribery or conflict-of-interest statutes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent also to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD an appendix 
to the statement of Deputy Attorney 
General Katzenbach on H.R. 8140 before 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 
It .was inadvertently omitted from the 
printed hearings. 

There being no objection. the appendix 
to the statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
APPENDIX TO STATEMENT OF DEPUTY ATl'ORNEY 

GENERAL NICHOLAS DEB. KATZENBACH ON 
H.R. 8140 BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITI'EE 
ON THE JUDICIARY, JUNE 21, 1962 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 8140, AS PASSED 
BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND IN
TRODUCED .IN THE SENATE 
Insert the word "voluntarily" after the 

word "is" in page 8, line 4, and insert the 
following sentence afte:- the per1od in page 8, 
line 8: "A Reserve omcer of the Armed 
Forces or an omcer of the National Guard of 
the United States who is serving involun
tarily shall be classified as a special Gqvern
ment employee." 

2. Strike . the following from page 10, lines 
10 and 11, and page 12, lines 7 and 8: "which 
is or within two years has been a subject of 
his omcial responsibility, or (3)" 

Substitute the following for each of the 
provisos beginning at page 10, line 13, and 
page 12, line 10: . 

·"Provided-, That clause (2) shall not apply 
in the case of a special Government employee 
who has served in such department or agency 
no more than sixty days during the imme
diately preceding period of three hundred 
and sixty-five consecutive days." 

Strike the number "203" from page 8, line 
12. 

3. If section 207(c) is omitted, the follow
ing conforming amendments should be made 
in page 16, line 18: 

Change the word "subsections" to "subsec
tion" and strike the words "and (d) ". 

4. During a preliminary consideration of 
H.R. 8140 by the Senate Judiciary Commit
tee in September 1961, a committee member 
suggested that persons acting a.s part-time 
consultants or advisers In the legislative 
branch be made eligible for inclusion 1n the 
category of "special Government employees." 
This result may be accomplishe_d by Inserting 
the words "or legislative" after the word 
"executive" in page 7, line 13. 

5. The words "particular matter" appear at 
1i. null}ber of places ln the bill, including the 
followi:t;tg: line 5, page 10; line 2, page 12; 
line 12, page 14; line 25, page 14. 

The words are used ln these four places 
in connection with prohibitions against cer
tain activities on the part of special Govern
ment employees, or former Government em
ployees. The words are there intended to 
limit the prohibitions to proceedings of a 
nature involving specific parties as distin
guished from proceedings such as general 
rulem.aki:t;tg. In prder to make this d.11fer
entiation clear, the administration proposes 
the insertion of the words "involving a 
specific party or parties" immediately after 
the words "particular matter" in each of 
the four places listed above. 
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6. Section 207 (a) as originally drafted for 
consideration by the House Judiciary Com
mittee made it unlawful for a former Gov
ernment employee to act "as agent or at
torney for, or aid or assist" other persons 
in connection with matters in which the 
United States has an interest and in which 
he had participated during his Government 
service. The committee reduced the reach 
of this section by striking the words "or aid or 

. assist". However, it failed to make corre-
sponding changes in the three paragraphs 
in section 205 (beginning at page 12, line 
14, and ending at page 13, line 14) which 
use the words "aid or assist" or "aiding or 
assisting." These terms do not appear else
where in section ·205 or the remainder of the 
bill. In order to avoid problems of construc
tion and to make the language of sections 
205 and 207(a) completely consistent, it is 
recommended that the above-mentioned 
three paragraphs be amended. In addition, it 
.would be appropriate to include grants 
within the authority given to agency heads 
by the third paragraph. Set forth below is 
a proposed revision of the paragraphs ac
complishing these results and making a few 
other minor changes, including the deletion 
of a confusing reference to section 207 in 
the third paragraph: 
, "Nothing herein prevents an officer or em
ployee, if .not inconsistent with the faithful 
performance of his duties, from acting with
out compensation as agent or attorney for 
any person who is the subject of disciplinary, 
loyalty, or other personnel administration 
proceedings in connection with those pro
ceedings. 

"Nothing herein or in section 203 prevents 
an officer or employee, including a special 

·Government employee, from acting, with or 
Without compensation, as-agent or attorney 
for his parents, spouse, child, or any person 
for whom he is serving_ as guardian, executor, 
administrator, trustee, or other personal 
fiduciary except in those matters in which 
he has participated personally and sub
stantially as a Govern~ent employee, 
through decision, approval, disapproval, rec
ommendation, the rendering of advice, in
vestigation, or otherwise, or which are the 
subject of his official responsibility, provided 
that the Government official responsible for 
appointment to his position approves. 

"Nothng herein or in section 203 prevents 
a special Government employee from acting 
as agent or attorney for another person in 
the performance of work under a grant by, 
·or a contract with or for the benefit of, the 
United States provided that the head of the 
department or agency concerned with the 
grant or contract shall certify in writing 
that the national interest so requires." · 

7. In the interest of conformity, the words 
"Government action, proceeding" in page 17, 
line 3, and "action, proceeding" in page 17, 
line 15, should be deleted and replaced by 
the following language which appears in 
several places in the bill: "judicial or other 
proceeding; application, request for a ruling 
or other determination, contract, claim, con
troversy, charge, accusation, arrest,''. 

8. In the event section 207 (b) is retained 
in the bil1, the discussion and recommenda
tion appearing below Will be pertinent. 

Section 207(b) imposes a 2-year ban 
against a former Government employee's ap
pearance before a court or Government 
agency as agent or attorney for another in 
connection with any matter which was under 
his official supervision at any time within 
2 years prior to his departure from the Gov
ernment. As drafted, this section might im
pose an unduly long restriction in the case of 
a former employee who has served the Gov
ernment in more than one agency. For ex
ample, an officer of the Treasury Department 
transfers to 'the State Department, remains 
23 months and then resigns to accept pri-

. vate employment. He would ~ barred for 
'2 years thereafter from appearing as to mat-

ters under his official responsibility not only 
in the State Department but in the Treas
ury Department, which he had.left 23 months 
before. It would obviously be unfair tO bar 
him from the Treasury Department as to 
such matters for more than an additional 
month. Accordingly, the following amend-

. ments are proposed to prevent that result: 
delete the word "last" in page 14, line 20, 
and replace the last two words in page 15, 
line 5, with the words "such responsibility" . 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the 
report on the bill has been excellently 
prepared, particularly as regards the in
dividual views of the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. CARROLL] and the very 
thoughtful and provocative questions 
raised in the report by the individual 
views of the Senator from New York [Mr. 
. KEATING]. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in the RECORD 
excerpts beginning on page 4 of the re
port, together with the individual views 
of Senator CARROLL and Senator KEATING. 

· There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENTS 

The purpose of the amendments is to cor-
. rect typographical errors, and conform and 
clarify language in the bill, to incorporate 

.suggested amendments proposed by the De
partment of Justice during the course of the 
public hearing on this proposal, and to in
corporate language adopted by the commit
tee affecting part-time U.S. commissioners 
and part-time legislative employees in the 
home districts and States of Members of 
Congress. 

PURPOSE 

This legislation is concerned with two sub
jects, contlicts of interest and bribery, and 
would revise the current criminal statutes 
-dealing with these subjects. 

Insofar as the contlict-of-interest laws are 
concer·ned, the bill has two purposes. First, 
it would simplify and strengthen the conflict 
laws presently in effect. Second, in the inter
est of facilitating the Government's recruit
ment of persons With specialized knowledge 
and skills for service on a part-time basis, it 
would limit the impact of those laws on the 
persons so employed without depriving the 
Government of protection against unethical 
conduct on their part. 

A secondary feature of the bill is the sub
stitution of a single comprehensive section 
of the Criminal Code for a number of exist
ing statutes concerned with bribery. This 
consolidation would make no significant 
changes of substance and, more particularly, 
would not restrict the broad scope of the 
present bribery statutes as construed by the 
courts. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

On April 27, 1961, the President trans
mitted to the Congress a ·special message 
dealing with conflicts of interest and ethical 
behavior on the part of persons serving in 
the departments and agencies of the Govern
ment. Accompanying the message was a 
proposed blll to revise the contlict-of-interest 
laws which was later introduced as H.R. 
7139. Two identical bills, H.R. 3411 and 
H.R. 3412, introduced by the chairman and 
the ranking minority member of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, and H.R. 3050, 
a bill drafted by the Association of the Bar 
of the City of New York, also proposed signif
icant changes in the conflict-of-interest 
laws. H.R. 3411 and H.R. 3412, in addition, 
contained provisions designed to consolidate 
the bribery laws. Hearings on the four bills 
were held June 1 and 2, 1961, by the Anti
frust Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on the Judiciary. The subcommittee sub-

sequently combined various features of these 
bills into a new bill, H .R. 8140, which re
ceived the support of -the administration, 
the Association of the Bar of the City of New 
York, and other groups. Following approval 
by the full committee, H.R. 8140 passed the 
House on August 7, 1961. 

This committee held hearings on the bill 
on June 21 , 1962. Although the committee 
received a number of recommendations for 
amendment, . all witnesses agreed with the 
objectives of the bill ·and unhesitatingly sup
ported its enactment. 

STATEMENT 

The necessity for maintaining high ethical 
standards of behavior in the Government 
becomes greater as its activities become more 
complex and bring it into closer and closer 
contact with the private sector of the Na
tion's economy. The best means of assuring 
high standards have been a matter of 
increasing concern in recent years, as evi
denced by the work of various committees of 
the Congress, the executive branch, mem
bers of the bar, and others. All of these 
groups have found that the present laws, 
while correct in principle, are confusing and 
inadequate and to a considerable degree are 
actually a hindrance to the Government. 
This committee has come to the same con
clusion. The consensus of views in this 
connection is reflected in the following pas
sage from the President's special message of 
April 21, 1961: 

Five of these statutes were enacted before 
1873. Each was enacted without coordina
tion with any of the others. No two of them 
use uniform terxninology. All but one im
pose criminal penalties. There is both over
lap and inconsistency. Every study of these 
laws has concluded that, while sound ill 
principle, they are grossly deficient in form 
and substance. 

.The fundamental defect of these statutes 
as presently written is that: On the one 
hand, they permit an astonishing range of 
private interests and activities by public 
officials which are wholly incompatible with 
the duties of public office; on the other hand, 
they create wholly unnecessary obstacles to 
recruiting qualified people for Government 
service. This latter deficiency is particu
larly serious in the case of consultants and 
other temporary employees, and has been 
repeatedly recognized by Congress in its 
enactment of special exemption statutes. 

A serious defect of the statutes arises from 
the fact that, as construed in United States 
v. Bergson (119 F. Supp. 459 (D.C.D.C., 
1954)), they prevent improper activities by 
present and former Government employees 
in connection with claims to money or prop
erty but do not protect the Government 
against the same kind of activities when 
directed to proceedings which are not tech
nically for money or property. Yet the 
dangers of abuse of Government position 
and of the unconscionable use of inside in
formation against the Governmept by a pres
ent or former . employee are, of course, as 
great in an administrative or juqicial pro
ceeding for the award of a valuable license 
or other privilege as in a proceeding to ob
tain the payment of money. 

An example of overprotection of the Gov
ernment's interest, as contrasted with the 
underprotection just described, is found in 
title 5, United States Code, section 99, a 
statute applying to a former employee of an 
executive department. It prevents him for 
2 years after the end of his employment with 
that department from prosecuting a claim 
which was pending, during the period of his 
incumbency, either in that or in any other 
department, even though he was totally un
aware of the claim during that period. 
Whatever the merit of this prohibition at a 
time when the Government departments 
were fewer in number and much smaller in 
size, it makes very little sense today. Thus, 
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~t is hard to advance a reasonable justifica
tion for precluding a former Commerce De
partment attorney, for 2 years or for any 
length of time, from representing before the 
Treasury Department a private client who 
has a claim for an income tax refund with 
which the attorney never had any connec
tion while in Government service. 

In considering the application of present 
law in relation to the Government's utiliza
tion of temporary or intermittent consul
tants and advisers, it must be emphasized 
that most of the existing conflict-of-interest 
statutes were enacted in the 19th cen
tury-that is, at a time when persons out
side the Government rarely served it in 
this way. The laws were therefore directed 
at activities of regular Government em
employees, and their present impact on the 
occasionally needed experts-those whose 
main work is performed outside the Gov
ernment--is unduly severe. This harsh im
pact constitutes an appreciable deterrent to 
the Government's obtaining needed part
time services. 

The problem was well stated by the Senate 
Government Operations Subcommittee on 
National Policy Machinery in a study dated 
February 28, 1961, and entitled "Organizing 
for National Security-the Private Citizen 
and the National Service": 

"The heart of the difficulty lies in the fail
ure of present-day law to recognize the 
special problems of the occasional consultant. 

"To be sure, consultancies can in certain 
conditions be abused by those who would 
pursue private gain or seek to exert covert 
and wrongful influence on Government 
policies. The law and administrative regu
lations should effectively guard against such 
abuses. Indeed, we require more precise 
and sophisticated safeguards than exist 
presently. 

"But the statutes should be refined to deal 
with the real danger. The intermittent con
sultant should not be arbitrarily and indis
criminately swept under a network of out
dated general restraints serving only to deny 
the Government the expert assistance it 
needs in modern conditions." 

An Advisory Panel on Ethics and Conflict 
of Interest In Government, appointed by 
the President in January 1961, also con
sidered the problem. This panel, ·composed 
of retired Judge Calvert Magruder, of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit; 
Dean Jefferson B. Fordham, of the Univer
sity of Pennsylvania Law School, and Prof. 
Bayless Manning, of the Yale Law School, 
made the following statement in its report, 
dated March 21, 1961: 

"In the present context one of the most 
significant developments in the Federal per
sonnel system is the great and growing resort 
to temporary and intermittent personnel. 
The tremendous range and volume of gov
ernmental activities, much of which stems 
from technological developments and inter
national problems, have brought Govern
ment into intimate relationship with the 
economic life of the Nation and with social 
welfare, with the result that there are no 
longer clear boundaries between the private 
and the public sectors. This means, for one 
thing, that the National Government has 
major demands for qualified personnel of 
the sort needed by business organizations 
and other private institutions. What the 
Government must do is compete as best it 
can for the needed people. Thus, it is 
readily understandable that in many areas 
of activity the Government has to make use 
of people on a limited. basis in the capacity 
of advisers, consultants, or experts. Nor is it 
likely that the occasion for this practice will 
lessen. Use of such semiemployees, partly 
in and partly outside Government, greatly 
complicates the problem of maintaining 
ethical standards in the Government for it 
inevitably multiplies the risks of conflicting 
interests." 

.At this date it is no longer open to ques
tion that many, if not most, of the depart
ments and agencies find it necessary for the 
optimum performance of their tasks to make 
use of the skill, talent, and experience of 
leaders in the sciences, business, and the 
professions whose regular work is conducted 
in private spheres. Today's Government re
quires the part-time services of thousands of 
such persons to deal with problems of in
creasing complexity and scope. It can 
scarcely be questioned that a satisfactory 
means must be found of facilitating the em
ployment of these individuals by the de
partments and agencies, as needed, without 
relaxing basic ethical standards or permitting 
actual conflicts of interest. 

Congress has on a number of occasions 
recognized the obstacles faced by an agency 
requiring the part-time services of con
sultants and advisers and has granted the 
persons employed by the agency in that ca
pacity a specified statutory exemption from 
some or all of the conflict laws. This hit-or
miss practice has produced unjustified incon
sistencies and in some cases has resulted in 
the gr_ant of unduly . broad exemptions. 
Needless to say, general legislation doing 
away with the need for special treatment is 
a preferable course of action. 

H.R. 814-0 is intended to remedy the de
ficiencies and difficulties discussed above. It 
is the end result of protracted and careful 
studies both in and out of government, and 
this committee is of the view that it will 
achieve the goal set for it. In so doing, it 
will promote and balance the dual objectives 
of protecting government integrity and fa
cilitating the Government's recruitment and 
retention of needed personnel. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1 (a) of the bill would amend 
chapter 11 of title 18, United States Code, by 
combining into a new section 201 the sub
stance of the present sections 201 through 
213 relating to bribery and graft. In addi
tion section 1 (a) of the bill would replace 
the present sections 281, 282, 283, 284, 434, 
and 1914 of title 18, all relating to conflicts 
of interest, with new sections 202 through 
209. The renumbering and repeal of sec
tions necessitated by the provisions of sec
tion l(a) are accomplished by section 1 (b), 
(c), and (d) and by section 2. 

The following references to sections 201 
through 209 and section 218 refer to the 
proposed new sections of title 18 which would 
be enacted by section 1 (a) and ( e) of the 
bill. 
Section 201. Bribery of public officials and. 

witnesses • 
The current bribery laws in title 18, United 

State Code, sections 201-213, consist of sep
arate sections applicable to various categories 
of persons--Government .employees, Mem
bers of Congress, judges, and others. Sec
tion 201 would bring all these categories 
within the purview of one section and make 
uniform the proscribed acts of bribery, as 
well as the intent or purpose making them 
unlaWful. 

Subsection (a) contains definitions for the 
purposes of the new section 201 only. The 
term "public official" is broadly defined to 
include officers and employees of the three 
branches of government, jurors, and other 
persons carrying on activities for or on behalf 
of the Government. The definition of "per
son who has been selected to be a public of
ficial" is self-explanatory. The term "official 
act" is defined to include any decision or ac
tion taken by a public official in his capacity 
as such. 

Subsection (b) makes it unlawful for any
one to bribe or attempt to bribe a public 
official by corruptly giving, offering, or prom
ising :Pim or any person selected by him, 
anything of value with intent to influence 
any omcial a.Ct by him, to influence him to 
commit or allow any fraud on the United 

States, or to induce him to do or omit to 
do any act in violation of his lawful duty. 
The three alternate intents specified in the 
subsection are in substance the same as 
those now prescribed in title 18, United 
States Code, section 201. The subsection 
expands present law to a degree in its pro
visions forbidding an offer or promise of 
something of value from which a public 
official himself will not benefit but which 
will be of advantage to another person in 
whose well-being he is interested. 

Subsection (c) prohibits a public official's 
solicitation or acceptance of" or agreement 
to take, a bribe. The same alternate in
tents are set forth here as in subsection (b). 

Subsections (d) and (e) prohibit the offer
ing to, or the acceptance by, a witness of 
anything of value involving intent to influ
ence his testimony at a trial, congressional 
hearing, or agency proceeding. 
· The maximum penalties authorized for 

convictions under these four subsections are 
a fine of $20,000 or triple the monetary 
equivalent of the thing of value, whichever 
is greater, or imprisonment for 15 years, or 
both. In addition a violator may be dis
qualified, in the discretion of the court, from 
holding any omce under the United States. 
Title 18, United States Code, section 206 
presently makes such disqualification man
datory in cases of conviction for offers of 
bribes to judges, jurors, or judicial omcers 
and title 18, United States Code, sections 
202, 205, and 207 reqUire it in cases of 
convictions for acceptance of bribes by Gov
ernment employees, Members of Congress, 
and judges. 

Subsections (f) and (g) forbid offers or 
payments to, and solicitations or receipt 
by, a public official or anything of value "for 
or because of" any omcial act performed or 
to be performed by him. Subsections (h)" 
an~ (i) similarly forbid offers or payments 
to, and solicitations or receipt by, a witness 
of anything of value "for or because of" 
testimony given or to be given by him. · 

The maximum punishment for a convic
tion under subsection (f), (g), (h), or (i) is 
a fine of $10,000, or imprisonment for 2 years, 
or both. 

Subsection (j) specifies that nothing in 
subsection (d), (e), (h), or (i) is to prevent 
the payment or receipt of laWful witness fees, 
travel and subsistence expenses, or reason
able compensation for expert testimony. 

Subsection (k) specifies that the provi
sions of the section are not to supersede 
1;he present statutes making it unlawful to 
obstruct justice by intimidating or influenc
ing jurors or witnesses. 

Section 202. Definitions 
This section contains two definitions ap

plicable to the confiict of interest provisions 
to follow. The first definition, that of "spe
cial Government employee," serves to estab
lish a category of intermittent and temporary 
personnel, as distinguished from regular, 
full-time personnel. The term is defined to 
include officers and employees of the execu
tive and legislative branches, independent 
agencies, and the District of Columbia who 
are employed, with or without compensation, 
to perform temporary duties, either on a 
full-time or intermittent basis, for not more 
than 130 days in any period of 365 consecu
tive days. In general, as will be seen here
inafter, the prohibitions of the bill relating 
to special Government employees are less ex
tensive than in the case of regular employees. 
Although H.R. 8140, as it passed the House, 
did not make empfoyees of the legislative 
branch eligible for classi:tfoation as special 
Government employees, this committee sees 
no reason for omitting them and has amend
ed section 202 accordingly. 

In addition. the committee has amended 
the section to classify a part-time home rep
resentative of a Member of Congress as a 
special Government employee even though 
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his service exceeds the 130-day· standard. 
Part-time local representatives, though g.en
erally rendering fairly frequent service, 
rarely spend more than a small part of any 
day ·on business of the Member they assist, 
and it would be unfair and unrealistic to 
treat them as regular, full-time employees 
if they exceed that standard. 

The. provisions u! H.R. 8140, ·like the pro
visi-ons ·Of , the present conflict-of-interest.. 
laws, &pply in general to officers of. the Armed. 
Forces on active duty. Section 202 provides. 
that a Reserve or National Guard officer 
on a tour of active duty solely for training 
shall be classified as a special G-Overnment 
employee. As it -passed the House, section 
202 also provides that every Reserve or Na
tional Guard officer who is serving. a period· 
of extended active duty in excess of 130 
days shall be classified as an officer subject 
to the full impact of the bill rather than as 
a. special G-Overnment employee. No distinc
tion is made between Reserve and National 
Guard officers who are serving pursuant to 
an involuntary· recall to duty and those who 
are serving voluntarily. This committee is 
of the opinion that it is not equitable .and 
may cause unjustified hardship to subject 
the former to all the prohibitions applicable 
to the general run of officers and employees 
o! the G-Overnment. Accordingly, the com
mittee has amended section 202 to classify 
an involuntarily recalled Reserve or ;National 
Guard officer as a. special G<>vernmen.t em
ployee during the whole of his period. of in
voluntary service-that is, even if it ex
tends beyond 130 da..ys. 

Enlisted members of the Armed Forces are 
specifically excluded b,y section 262 from the 
coverage of the conflict-of-interest statutes. 

Fin.ally, section 202 defin~ the term "of
ficial responsibility" as the direct admin
istrative or operating authority to approve, 
disapprove, or otherwise direct Government 
action. 
Section. 203. Compensation. to Members of 

Congress# officers, and others in matters 
affecting tlte Government 
This section is proposed as a substitute for 

title 18, United States Code, section 281, 
which prohibits Members of Congress and 
officers or employees Of the Government from 
receiving compensation for services rendered 
for others before a Federal department or 
agency in matters in whlch the Government 
is a party or ls interested. Section 203 of the 
blll continues this restraint in fUll effect 
except with respect to special Government 
employees. Subsection (c) makes the pro
hibition applicable to those individuals only 
in relation to (1) matters In which they have 
at any time pa.rtlelpated personally and sub
stantially in their governmental capacities 
or (2) matters pending in the department 
or agency in which they serve. However, 
the second restriction would not apply in the 
case 01'. a special Government employee who 
has served in such department or agency 
no more than 60 days during the preceding 
period of 365 days. 

The House bill set 15 days' service in a 
year as the maximum which would leave 
the bar of the second restriction at rest. 
The committee recognizes that an intermit
tent or temporary consultant or adviser may 
attain a considerable degree of iniiuence in 
an agency he serves and that the second re
striction is a reasonable one in principle. 
However, the 15-day limit seems much too 
short and no doubt would often make un
available to an agency the needed services 
of an individual with specialized knowledge 
or skills who must appear before that agency 
in other connectio.ns in his private capacity. 
The 60-day standard set by the committee 
seems a more reasonable one, particularly 
when it is borne 'in mind that the first re
striction applicable to special Goverri.inent 
employees continues in effect in any event. 
It will, of course, remain incumbent on each 

agency to make certain- that persons serv
ing it part time who also appear on behalf 
of outside organizations do not abuse their 
access to the agency !or the benefit o.f those 
organizations. · · 

The House bill contains a provision in sub
section (c) of section 203 subjecting a spe
cial Government employee to the prohibition 
of the section in relation to a. matter which 
is, or within 2 years has been, a subject of 
his official responsibility. This provision 
also seems to be directed at the improper use 
of influence. As a. practical matter, however, 
the problem of influence would seem to be 
dealt with best in the manner indicated in 
the next preceding paragrarh---that· is, by 
agency watchfulness and regulation. And. 
wlth the unceasing application of the abov~
men tioned first restriction preventing pri
'llate appearances by a special Government 
employee in relation to matters he has 
worked on for the Government, it seems clear 
that the Government is well protected. 
Taking into account also the likelihood. th.at 
the additional House restriction might well 
be an impediment to recruitment, the com
mittee has omitted it. 

section 203 pro.vides the same penalties as 
title 18, United States Code, section 281: a 
maximum fine of $10,000 or maximum Im-, 
prisonment for 2 years or both, an~ manda
tory disquall:flcation for holding any office.
under the United States. 
Section 204. Practice in Court of Claims by 

Members of Congress 
This section in substance repeats-the pro

visions o! the present title 18, united States 
Code, section 282 precluding .Members of 
Congress from practice in the Court of 
Claims. 
Section Z05. Activities of officers and em

ployees in claim& against and other mat
ters affecting the Government 
section 205 ls the counterpart of the cur

rent title 18, United States Code, section 
283 which prevents officers or employees of 
the departments, agencies, Senate, and House 
of Representatives (but not Members o! 
Congress) from acting as agent or attorney 
for, or aiding or assisting in, the prosecu
tion o! any claim against the United States 
otherwise than in the proper discharge o! 
their official duties. As pointed out above, 
the term "claim against the United States" 
has been limited to the decision in the ease 
o! United States v. Bergson so as to include 
only proceedings against the Government 
whlch ·seek money or property. section 205 
of the bill explicitly goes beyond this re
stricted class o! proceedings and extends its 
bar against a Government employee's pri
vate representational activities to all matters 
in which the United States is a party or has 
an interest. Thus the section includes 
within its scope applications for licenses or 
9ther privileges, criminal proceedings, and 
other important matters not now cO.vered. 

Section 205 treats special Government em
ployees in the same manner as section 203 
of the bill. More precisely, a person in that 
category is subject to the restraints of sec
tion 205 only in regard to matters in which 
he has participated personally and substan
tially in a governmental capacity and, if his 
service in his agency has aggregated more 
than 60 days in the year past, matters pend
ing before that agency. 

Section 205 contains a provision lifting 
its bar in the case 01'. a Government employee 
who ~presents another, wi~out compen
sation, in . a disciplinary. loyalty, or other 
personnel administration proceeding. The 
section also makes it possible for an individ
ual in Government service, with his supe
rior's ~pproval, to represent, with or without 
compensation, his parents~ spouse, child, or a 
person !or wh~ he acts as fiduciary. How
ever, this permi8sion does not ·extend t.o 
representing ·such persons in matters in 
which the individual has participated per-

sonally and substantially as_ -a G-Overnm.ent· 
employee or which are the subject of his 
official responsibility. 

Section 205 also con.ta.ins a provision au -
thoriziDg a special Government- employee to 
act as agent or attorney for another in the 
performance of work under a contract with 
or !or the benefit of the United States if . 
the head of the agency concerned with the 
contract .certifies in writing, published in the 
Federal Register, that the national interest 
so requires. This narrow authority is given 
to take care of any situations involving . the 
national interest where an iritermitten.t em
ployee's special knowledge or skills may be 
required by his employer or other private per
son to effect the proper performance of a 
Government. contract but where his services 
may be unavailable in the absence of a waiver 
of section 205. 

Section 205 contains a. declaration that it 
does not prevent · an officer or employee from 
giving testimony under oath or ma.king re
quired ofllcial statements. 

The Judicial Conference o! the United 
States has recommended to the committee 
that part-time U.S. commissioners be ex
empted from the comprehensive coverage 
of sect.ion 205. The Conference believes 
that the office of Commissioner can best be 
filled by a lawyer and has consistently · en
couraged the appointment of lawyers. As 
of May 16, 1962, there were 6.92 commis
sioners, o.f whom 469 were practicing attor
neys. All but a very few of these attorneys 
perform services on a part-time basis and 
the Conference believes the continuation of 
their services is important to the fair admin
istration of the cri'minal laws of the Federal 
Government. 

As noted by the Conference. U.S. commis
sioners are not among. those . who may be 
classified as special . Government employees 
under section 202 of the.bill as it came before 
the committee, with the consequence that. 
section 205 would foreclose attorneJS who 
l:!Xe part-time commissioners from engaging 
in the field of Federal practice. It should 
be added that section 203 would have vir
tually the same e1fect. The end result under 
these circumstances would no doubt be that 
many, if not most, of the attorneys would re
sign to the detriment of the administration 
of justice. 

The committee concurs in the view o! the 
Judicial Conference that part-time commis
sioners should not be left within the full 
coverage o! section 205-or of section 203. 
It believes the best solution ls to treat all 
such commissioners as special Government 
employees. The committee has therefore 
amended the definition of special Govern
ment employees in section 202 to achieve 
ihat result. 

The penalties o! section 205 are. a maxi
mum fine of $10,000, or maximum imprison
ment for 2 years, or both. 
Section 206. Exemption of Tetired. offecers of 

the uniformed services 
This section provides that sections 203 and 

205 of the bill do not apply to a retired offi
cer of the uniformed services or to any per
son specially excepted by Congress. It 
should be noted at thJs point that section 
2 of the bill repeals tltle 18, United States 
Code, sections 281 and 283, except as those 
statutes may apply to retired ofllcers. Thus 
the net result of section 206 and this partial 
repeal ls to leave the present status of re
tired officers under title 18, United States 
Code, sections 281 and 283 unchanged. 
Section 207. Disqualification of former of-

ficers and empZOyees in matters connected 
with, former d.uties OT official responsibili
ties; disqualification of partners 
section 207 replaces title 18, United States 

Code, section 284 ,dealing With postemploy
ment activities. The latter prohibits a for
mer employee of . t~e Government, for a. 2-
year period f9l1owing the termination of his 
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employment, from prosecuting a claim 
against the United States involving any sub
ject matter directly connected with which 
he was employed. Here again the term 
"claim against the United States" is subject 
to the limitation of the Bergson decision. 

Subsection (a) ·of section 207 provides that 
a former Government officer or employee, in
cluding a former special Government em
ployee, shall be permanently barred from 
acting as attorney or- agent for anyone other 
than the United States in any matter in 
which the United States is a party or is in
terested and in which he participated per
sonally and substantially in a governmental 
capacity. Thus, in addition to replacing the 
present 2-year disqualification with a life
time bar, section 207(a) strengthens present 
law by going beyond claims for money or 
property to the whole range of matters in 
which the Government has an interest. 

Subsection (b) bars a former employee of 
an agency, for a period of 1 year after his 
employment with it has ceased, from ap
pearing as agent or attorney for another 
person before any court or agency in connec
tion with a matter in which the Government 
has an interest and which was within the 
area of his official responsibility at this 
agency at any time within 1 year prior to the 
end of such responsibility. The prohibition 
would thus cover cases where the former 
employee had actually not participated in 
a matter while in the Government. As sub
section (b) appears in the House bill, each 
of the time factors is set at a period of 2 
years. 

The committee received testimony at its 
hearings on the bill recommending the com
plete omission of the subsection on the 
grol,lnd that it would certainly and adversely 
affect recruitment by the scientific agencies 
of the Governmept of topflight personnel for 
regular service, especially in higher ranking 
supervisory positions, and their recruitment 
of intermittent personnel for work in broad 
areas of agency endeavor. The · committee 
recognizes the possibility that this result 
might ensue but it believes there is also a 
distinct possibility of harm to the Govern· 
ment when a supervisory employee may sever 
his connection with it one day and come 
back the next seeking an advantage for a 
private interest in the very area where he has 
just had supervisory functions. Striking a 
balance between the two possibilities, the 
committee has reduced the 2-year periods 
in the House bill to periods of 1 year. In 
addition, in order to make sure that a 
scientific agency is not cut off from the 
benefits which may accrue in an important 
situation from permitting the appeara~ce of 
a former employee with out.standing scien
tific qualifications, the committee has added 
a proviso permitting such appearance, despite 
the provisions of subsection (a) or (b), upon 
an agency certification, published in the 
Federal Register, that the national interest 
would be served thereby. 

Subsection (c) prohibits a partner of a 
person employed by the Government, in
cluding a special Government employee, from 
acting as agent or attorney for anyone other 
than the United States in matters in.which 
the employee participates or has participated 
personally and substantially for the Govern
ment or which are the subject of his official 
responsibility. 

Section 207 of the House bill includes a 
provision which would prevent a partner of 
a former Government employee, for a period 
of 2 years following the termination of the 
latter's employment, from engaging in any 
activities before the Government from which 
such former employee is barred. This pro· 
hibition, which seems to be applicable pri
mar~ly to lawyers, ls no doubt based on the 
imputation of a disqualification from one 
partner to another. It is to be contrasted 
with the' prohibition in subsection (c) which 
covers the much more seri<>11S situation 

where an individual outside the Government 
is in a position to benefit from improper 
action by a partner currently in Govern· 
ment.service. The committee considers that 
the additional provision included by the 
House falls principally within the field of 
legal ethics, where the .present canons of 
ethics would seem to give adequate cover
age. Thus the committee does not believe 
the provision should be included within a 
criminal statute and has omitted it. 

The maximum penalties provided for vi
olations of section 207 of the bill are a fine 
of $5,000 or imprisonment for 1 year, or both. 
Section 208. Acts affecting a personal finan-

cial interest 
Subsection (a) is modeled on title 18, 

United States COde, section 434 which dis
qualifies an employee of the Government 
who has an interest in the profit.a or con
tracts of a business entity from the trans
action of business with such entity. How
ever, subsection (a) improves upon the 
present law by abandoning the limiting con
cept of the "transaction of business." The 
disqualification of the subsection embraces 
any participation on behalf of the Govern
ment in a matter in which the employee has 
an outside financial interest, even though his 
participation does not involve the transac
tion of business. Section 208 also reaches 
further than present law by requiring the 
disqualification of an employee from partici
pation in matters in which his spouse, child, 
or persons with whom he has business con
nections have an interest. The bill, as it 
came before the committee, makes no dis
tinction between minor children and those 
who have attained a majority. The commit
tee believes that only the interest of a minor 
child should serve to disqualify the employee 
and has amended section 208(a) accordingly. 

Subsection (a) at one point speaks in 
terms of an employee's disqualifying connec
tion with a "business organization," thus 
leaving open the implication that he would 
remain eligible to act for the Government 
in a matter involving a nonprofit organiza
tion with which he is connected. A great 
number of universities, foundations, non
profit research entities, and other similar 
organizations today are engaged in work for 
the Government. Conflicts of interest may 
arise in relation to them just as in the case 
of the ordinary business for profit. The 
committee therefore has deleted the word 
"business" from the subsection to make ·clear 
that improper dealing by a Government em
ployee in connection with nonprofit organi
zations is also prescribeci. 

Subsection (b) adopts a de minimis rule 
authorizing an agency waiver of an employ
ee's disqualifying interest of insignificant 
proportions either on an ad hoc basis or 
pursuant to a general agency regulation. 

Section 208 establishes maximum penalties 
for its violation of a $10,000 fine, imprison
ment for 2 years, or both. 
Section 209. Salary of Government officials 

and employees payable only by United, 
States 
Section 209 is similar to title 18, United 

States Code, section 1914. The latter pro
hibits a Government employee from receiv
ing any salary in connection with his Gov
ernment services from a private source. 
Subsection (a) of section 209 would reenact 
this prohibition in substance and, in addi
tion, would make it an offense for anyone 
to make a payment to a Government em
ployee the receipt of which would violate the 
section. 

The present statute's ban on the receipt 
of private payments "in connection with" an 
employee's Government services is replaced 
in section 209(a) with a ban on the receipt 
of such payments "as compensation for" 
such services. The new language is more 
precise in expressing what is clearly intend
ed by the present broad phrase. 

Subsection (b) is a declaration that a 
Government employee covered by subsection 
(a) is not thereby prevented from continu
ing to participate in a bona fide pension or 
other welfare plan maintained by a former 
employer. 

Subsection ( c) exempt.a special Govern
ment employees and employees serving the 
Government without compensation from the 
application of subsection (a) and also grants 
a corresponding exemption to any outside 
person paying compensation to such in
dividuals. 

Subsection (d) specifies that the section 
does not prohibit the payment or acceptance 
of sums under the terms of the Government 
Employees Training Act. 

The maximum penalties authorized by 
section 209 are a fine of $5,000 or imprison
ment for 1 year, or both. 
Section 218. Voiding transactions in viola

tion of chapter,· recovery by the United 
States 
This section, which has no statutory coun

terpart at the present time, authorizes the 
President or, under regulations prescribed by 
him, a department or agency head, to declare 
void and rescind any transaction with the 
United States in relation to which there has 
been a final conviction under the bribery or 
conflict-of-interest statutes. The ·section 
further specifies that the United States 
would be entitled to recover, in addition to 
any penalty prescribed by law or in a con
tract, the amount expended or the thing 
transferred or delivered on it.s behalf, or the 
reasonable value of such thing. The ques
tion has arisen whether this section would 
operate to modify the Supreme Court deci
sion. relating to the Dixon-Yates matter 
(United States v. Mississippi Valley Generat
ing Co., 364 U.S. 520 (1961)). That result 
seems to be foreclosed ·since the opening lan
guage of section 218 states that its provisions 
are "in addition to any other remedies pro
vided by law." 

OTHER PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

Section 2 of the bill repeals title 18, 
United States Code, sections 281, and 283 
(except, as noted above, as they apply to re
tired officers) and title 18, United States 
Code, sections 282, 284, 434, and 1914. Sec
tion 2 also states that these sections of the 
Criminal Code are to be supplanted by the 
new sections 203, 204, 205, 207, 208, and 209 
as set forth in section 1. Existing exemp
tions from the sections repealed would be 
retained as exemptions from the correspond
ing new sections except to the extent that 
they affect officers or employees of the ex
ecutive branch, of any independent agency 
or of the District of Columbia, as to whom 
they would no longer be applicable. 

Section 3 of the bill repeals title 5, United 
States Code, section 99, the anachronistic 
postemployment statute which is discussed 
earlier herein. Thus there will remain a 
single statute governing postemployment 
conduct, the new sect~on 207. 

Section 4 specifies that the legislation shall 
take effect 90 days after the date of its 
enactment. 

In addition to the amendments to the 
House bill which are described above, the 
committee has made a number of minor 
clarifying and perfecting amendments which 
require no discussion. 

The committee is of the opinion that this 
legislation, as amended by the committee, is 
a long step forward in strengthening and re
vising the existing conflict-of-interest laws. 
At the same time it should give stimulus t.o 
the Government's efforts to enlist technical 
and scientific experts on a temporary basis 
to aid the national defense effort. 

The committee accordingly recommends 
favorable consideration of H.R. 8140, as 
amended. 

In the opinion of the committee It is 
necessary to dispense with the requirements 



21986 CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD - SENA TE October 3 
of subsectlon f 4-) of rule 29 of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senat.e in order to exi}edite 
the business of the Senat.e. 

. INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 07 SENATOR 
JOHN A. CARROLL 

H.R. 8i40 as reported by our committee 
is a long-needed modernizing, strengthening, 
and clarifying measure concerning the laws 
relating to bribery and conflicts of interest. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Ad
ministrative Practice and Procedure I have 
become acutely aware of some of the prob
lems in this area which have been experi
enced in the departments and agencies of 
the Government. 

I presen~ these additional views to em
phasize that in H . .R. 8140 we have created 
a "special Government employee" for whom 
the restraints upon regular Government em
ployees have been relaxed under the bilL 
Thia was done to permit the Government 
to be able to bring advisers and consultants 
in temporarily-a problem which under 
present law is diftlcult. as the report indi
cates. · 

I wish to emphasize that there will have 
to be close adm.inlstratlve regulation of this 
provision. Among the regulations should 
be current statements of their :financial in
terests, a continuous scrutiny of the role 
and need for the individual in the _agency, 
and of the appearance o! these employees 
on behal! of non-Government organizations 
and enterprises. · 

These individual views o! mine a.re in the 
natul'e of a warning and a caution to the 
executive branch to be more alert and to 
be more vigilant where we have relaxed this 
confilct-o!-interest provision. 

By the sam.e token Congress must exercise 
greater diligence and alertne.ss to the !unc
tions of the executive branch and, may I 
add, ought to reexamine. from time to time, 
its own relationships to the provisions of this 
blll. 

There can be no double standard. The 
high standard of conduct that we in the 
legislative branch expeet. of the executive 
branch must be equally applied to ourselves. 

JOHN A. CARROLL. 

INDIVmUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR KENNETH B. 
KEATING 

Enactment of H.B. 8140, as reported by the 
committee. will serve to clarify, modernize, 
and. ln some respects-, strengthen existing 
con1llct-of-interest laws. In my judgment, 
however, lt contains several serious omis
sions. 

Its most important defect is it.8 failure to 
deal with eonfilct-of-lnterest problems af
fecting Members of Congress. The legisla
tive _branch, of course, has special problems, 
but these do not require an exemption of 
Congress from the same high ethical stand
ants we intend to impose on the oftlcers and 
employees of the other branches ·of the Gov
ernment. There ls no justification for a 
double standard of morality in Government, 
one for the Congress and another !or the 
rest of the public service. The public will 
resent any "holier than thou" attitude on the 
part of Congress, and properly so. 

Conftict-of-interest questions confront the 
Members of Congress almost dally. For ex
ample, should a Representative ar Senator 
vote on matters in which he has some per
sonal :financial stake? What are the proper 
limits on the appointment of relatives to the 
Member's sta.1f? What kind of outside em
ployment and income are compatible Wtth 
certain commit~e _assignments? What cam
paign contributions _ are properly acceptable 
and which are not? What are the llmits ·on 
a Member's representation of constituent in
terests before the regulatory agencies and 
other Government departments? Under 
what circumstances, if any, should Mem
bers be permitted to accept fees for speeches 
to various Interest groups? 

One of the difficulties ·now is the absence 
of any legislative machinery for dealing with 
these and sim.llar questions. As a result, 
each Member must act on his own judg
ment, which, in the light of the pressures on 
him, may be a very faulty guide to what is 
right, no matter how good his intentions. 

I believe that it would serve the interests 
of the Members of Congress as well as the 
public interest if a source of authoritative 
guidance as to how to deal with such prob
lems were made available. 

There a.re .some cases, of course, in which 
a Member's conduct would be clearly wrong. 
For example, no Member should be permitted 
to accept a fee for prosecuting claims against 
the United States, obtaining Government 
contracts, or appearing in regulatory agen
cy proceedings. Such obvious misconduct 
is now a violation o! the criminal law and 
should continue to be treated in this way. 
But there are many possibilities of con
:flict of interest which are not so apparent. 
The criminal law, with its requirements of 
malice and willfulness, does not offer a prac
tical solution for cases in this shadowla.nd 
o! conduct. 

Early in this Congress I joined in sponsor
ing legislation proposing a three-step ap
proach to the legislative conflict-of-interest 
problem. The three steps were: (1) Creation 
o! a Joint a:ouse-Senate Committee on 
Ethics to investigate and recommend a spe
cific code of ethics for the Congress; (2) 
adoption of an interim code o! ethics which 
would be ln force durlng the joint commit
tee's study; and (3) a grant of authority to 
the Senate Committee on Rules and Admin
istration to give advisory opinions to the 
Members of the Senate on confilct of interest 
questions. 

I testified ln favor o! these proposals at a 
hearing on H.R. 8140 before the Committee 
on the Judiciary. However, they were not 
explored extensively, and questions have 
been. x:a.ised by those strongly in favor of 
acting ln this field, about the details of the 

_proposed interim code of ethics. 
Because of the lateness of the session, 

apprehension also has been expressed that 
any attempt to press this proposal as an 
amendment to the present bill may imperil 
its chances of passage. I believe that the 
prlncipal bill is vitally important and has 
been too long delayed already and, therefore, 
would be most reluctant to subject it to any 
such hazards. 

At the same time I know of no reaso~ 
. to defer action on the establlshm.ent of a 
Joint House-Senate Committee on Ethlcs or 
the enlargement of the authority of the 
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra
tion. Indeed, the absence of a.n lnterim code 
of ethics makes it more important than ever 
that these other steps be taken as promptly 
as possible. It is my intention, therefore, to 
offer an amendment !or these purposes when 
this bill is before the Senate. 

The same is true of another amendment I 
have offered to require that all ex parte 
communications from Congressmen relating 
to agency adjudications be made a matter 
of public record. There a.re many circum
stances in which it is appropriate for a 
Kember o! Congress to communicate in be
half of his constituents with an agency 
about the status. disposition, or merits of a 
pending case. However, I can conceive of 
no circumstances under which it would be 
proper to do so without some notice to the 
parties in the agency proceedings. Elemen
tal fairness in agency adjudications requires 
that all such communication be made a mat
ter of record. In ·addition, disclosure would 
be a. powerful safeguard against any improp
er attempts to infiuence agency decisions in 
such cases. My proposal would not prohibit 
contact.I! by Members of Congress with the 
administrative agencies, but lt would curb 
abuses in this process by exposing every such 
contact to the light of day. 

The bjll reported. by the committee con
tains many of the provisions of legislation 
which Senator JAVITS and I Joined in spon
soring e~ly in this ~ongress on the basis 
of a report of a special committee of the 
Bar Association o~ the City of New York 
after an intensive study of executive confilct
of-interest problems. Unfortunately, how
ever, H.R. 8140 omits two key provisions of 
this legislation dealing with .admlnistrative 
enforcement and gifts. In my judgment, 
amendments should be added to ihe pro
posed legislation covering both points.· 

( 1) ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCEMENT 

This amendment would authorize agency 
heads to take whatever discipllnary action 
was appropriate against those who violated 
the substantive provisions of the law or 
any regulations issued thereunder. It. would 
also permit administrative action designed 
to prevent violations from occurring, such as 
the filing of reports by- officers and employees 
of the agency and by persons appearing be
fore or dealing with the agency. 

'I1lese administrative control procedures 
would n-0t affect the application of crlminal 
penalties in appropriate cases. There are 
many confilct-of-interest situations, how
ever, in which a large gray area exists. The 
demanding requirements of guilt beyond a 
reasonable doubt in criminal cases may 
make it diftleult to prevail in criminal 
proceedtngs in cases which definitely war
rant civil or admin.lstra.tive sanction 

President Kennedy, in his message to the 
Congress on April 27, 1962, recognized the 
need for this dual approach to enforce the 
conruct-of-lnterest laws. In that message 
he sald: 

"Most of the existing laws are criminal 
statutes. As such, they have been strictly 
construed and, because of their harshness, 
infrequently invoked. By granting this 
added flexlbllity we help to J.nSure more ef
fective enforcement. In addition, the reg
ulations which are ad.opted will permit more 
specific adaptation of the general . prohibl
tlona tailored to the activities of particular 
agencies.'' 

It ts clear from the President's message 
that he reoognlzed a form of administrative 
enforcement as an important ingredient -for 
conflict-of-interest legislation. I whole:. 
heartedly agree with his views in this regard. 

(2) GIFTS 

This amendment is directed to an area in 
our confilet-of-interest laws where there now 
exists almost a complete void-gifts to Fed
eral employees. The Billy Sol Estes case is 
only one of many indicating the seriousness 
of this omission from the law. Under exist
ing law the acceptance of a. gift by a Federal 
employee may not be mega! even though 
the employee's agency or department does 
regula.r business with the donor. This in 
my opinion is absurd and should be changed. 

Objections were raised at the hearings on 
H.R. 8140 to the scope of the amendment 
originally proposed with respect to gifts. In 
order to avoid as much controversy as pos
sible on this issue, therefore, the amendment 
will be modified to re:flect these obJections. 
As modified, however. it would still prohibit 
any Government employee from soliciting 
or accepting any gift from any person where 
the employee has reason to believe that such 
person (a) is seeking to obtain contractual 
or other business or financial relationships 
with the employee's agency. or (b) conducts 
operations or activities which a.re regulated 
by the ~~ployee's agency, or (c) has interests 
which may be substantially affected by the 
employee's perform.a.nee or nonperformance 
of his oftlci_al duties. Certainly, such obvious 
attempts at lnfiuence peddling or the pur
chasing of &ood -will should be prohibited 
in ~y ,meaningful _revision of tbe ·con:fiict
of-interest laws. 

·In oonclusion, I believe ·a word of com
mend.a.tion should be expressed. to the Bar 
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Association of the City of New York and its 
special committee under . the .leadership of 
Roswell B. Perkins for the time and atten
tion they have given this subject. It fs now 
up to the Congress to make certain that they 
have not labored in vain. Enactment of 
this measure, with the amendments I have 
discussed, would be a major step in assur
ing public confidence in the integrity of 
government. At the same time, it would 
remove impediments which now exist to 
the recruitment o! key personnel. The 
difficult and challenging tasks facing our 
Government make it imperative. that we 
take every atep necessary to assure its effi
cient and honest operation. This bill would 
contribute significantly to that goal and 
should not be delayed. 

KENNETH B. KEATING. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator from Tennessee that 
there is a need to tighten the law on the 
subject of conflict of interest as it re
lates to employees of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
expired. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time may be 
extended. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
prefer not to have the time extended. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I think 
that almost all of my time has been 
committed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that an addi
tional 2 minutes be allocated to the Sen
ator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. As I see it, we should 
go further and make certain that all 
branches of the service are covered. I 
am in agreement with what has been 
said by the Senator from Georgia [Mt. 
RUSSELL] that we should especially ex
amine into the positions of retired mili
tary personnel in private employment 
who are doing business with the Depart
ment of Defense through members of 
that Department who formerly were 
their subordinates. 

Second, the whole gamut will not be 
covered unless some action is taken next 
year which will apply to Members of 
Congress. We shall be in an indefensible 
position if we impose criminal sanctions 
upon Government employees when Mem
bers of Congress are immune from pun
ishment for similar actions committed 
by them. No answer can be given to the 
charge that we provided criminal penal
ties for employees but gave no considera
tion to some restriction upon what the 
actions of a Member of Congress may be. 

I :tealize the difficulty of the task. The 
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING] 
has recommended that at least guide
lines ought to be established, so that we 
will be under some legal requirement to 
make certain that we do not participate 
in the passage or defeat of proposed leg
islation when we haye a substantial per
sonal interest in what is being done. 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. I fully agree with 

the Senator from Ohio. I say to him, 
as I said to the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE] and the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. RUSSELL], that so far as I am 

concerned I will do my very best to try 
to push for consideration of the problem 
as it relates to retired military officers 
and Members of Congress, with the pur
pose of establishing in the next session 
of Congress, guidelines which must be 
followed. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

The ·bill before the Senate is designed 
to clarify, modernize, and strengthen 
existing confiict-of-interest laws. It is 
a good bill, and it will have my full sup
port. In many respects, the bill reflects 
the recommendation of a special com
mittee of the Bar.Association of the City 
of New York, which conducted a thor
ough study of the entire subject begin
ning in 1958. We are all indebted to 
that committee for the excellent service 
it has rendered in connection with the 
proposed legislation. 

In both the 87th Congress and the 86th 
Congress my colleague from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS] and I have joined in the 
introduction of proposed legislation de
signed to carry out all the recommen
dations of the bar association committee. 
At the same time, we have introduced 
other measures which apply specifically 
to the legislative confiict-of-interest 
problems. Our goal has been to achieve 
the same standards of ethics in the leg
islative as well as the executive branch 
of the Government. 

Unfortunately, the bill now before the 
Senate omits several important provi
sions of the measure introduced by Sen
ator JAVITS and me and does not deal at 
all with the confiict-of-interest meas
ures which are designed specifically for 
the legislative branch of the Govern
ment. In my individual views, printed 
in the report of the Committee on the Ju
diciary on H.R. 8140-Senate Report No. 
2213-1 discussed these defects in the 
pending bill in some detail and indicated 
that amendments would be offered to 
add such measures to the bill. 

However, I have been informed-and I 
believe correctly-that at this late date 
in the session attempts to amend the 
bill might be fatal to its passage. We 
have been advised that any substantial 
amendments would create great, if not 
insuperable, obstacles to the passage of 
the bill in the other body. The accept
ance of our amendments in the Senate, 
under these circumstances, would be a 
hollow victory, since it could mean that 
the session would end without any legis
lation on confiicts of interest. I, for one, 
am unwilling to subject this important 
measure, containing many excellent fea
tures, to any such 11th-hour hazards. 

It is my intention, however, early in 
the next session of Congress to join again 
with my colleague in proposals for cop
ing with legislative confiicts of interest. 

Mr. President, beginning at the bot
tom of page 17 of the report are the 
three proposals in this area: 

(1) Creation of a Joint House-Senate Com
mittee on Ethics to investigate and recom
mend a specific code of ethics for the Con
gress; (2) adoption of an interim code of 
ethics which would be in force during the 
joint committee's study; and (3) a grant of 
authority to the Senate Committee on Rules 
and Administration to give advisory opinions 

to the Members of the Senate on confiict of 
interest questions. 

It would be expected, if these J>roposals 
were approved, that the House would 
vest in its Committee on House Admin
istration authority similar to that grant
ed the Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

Mr. President, at the very least we 
should proceed promptly in the next ses
sion of Congress to create a joint Sen
ate-House committee to study this prob
lem and to recommend a code of ethics 
for Members of Congress. 

I understand that the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
feels exactly as I do, and that he will be 
happy to .join in sponsoring such pro
posed legislation. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
New York yield to the Senator from Ten
nessee? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I wish . to repeat 

that the two Senators from New York 
[Mr. KEATING and Mr. JAVITS] have done 
great work on this bill. Personally, I 
am very sorry the situation is not appro
priate to do something more construc
tive in regard to the conflict of interest 
statute applicable to Members of Con
gress and to retired military officers. 
But, as the Senator from New York has 
said, we know that if such provisions 
were added, there would not be time to 
have the bill passed by the House at this 
session. 

So I shall wholeheartedly join the Sen
ator from New York and other Senators 
in sponsoring such legislation to enable 
the necessary joint committee or other 
group to obtain consideration of these 
problems at the next session. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the remarks of the Senator from 
Tennessee, and also his assistance in 
connection with this effort. 

I judge .from the remarks of the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. LAuscHEJ that he, 
too, is very much interested in this sub
ject. 

Of course, Mr. President, the legislative 
branch has special problems; but these 
do not require· exemption of Congress 
from the same high ethical standards we 
impose on the officers and employees of 
the other· branches of the Government. 
There is no justification for a double 
standard of morality in government
one for the Congress and another for the 
rest of the public service. The public 
will resent any "holier than thou" atti
tude on the part of Congress, and prop
erly so. 

Confiict of interest questions confront 
the Members of Congress almost daily. 
For example, should a Representative or 
Senator vote on matters in which he has 
some personal financial stake? What 
are the proper limits on the appoint
ment of relatives to the Member's staff?
What kind of outside employment and 
income are compatible with certain com
mittee assignments? Which campaign 
contributions are properly acceptable 
and which are not? What are the limits 
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on a Member's representation of con
stituent interests before the regulatOry 
agencies and other Government depart
ments? Under what circumstances, if 
any, should Members be permitted to ac
cept fees for speeches to various interest 
groups? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield for a 
brief observation? 

Mr. KEA TING. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. In his report, the 

Senator has proposed a code of ethics 
which I believe would be of great im
portance. He has proposed that repre
sentations made by Members of Congress 
to executive agencies be made matters of 
public record. I think it would aid the 
executive agencies to require that to be 
done, and I wish to stress the im
portance of that part of the individual 
views of the Senator. 

Mr. KEATING. I agree with the 
Senator from Tennessee; and that is 
one of the amendments which I would 
have proposed if we had not been con
fronted with this unusual situation. 

Of course there are some cases, in 
which a Member's conduct would be 
clearly wrong. For example, no Member 
should be permitted to accept a fee for 
prosecuting claims against the United 
States, obtaining Government contracts, 
or appearing in regulatory agency pro
ceedings. Such obvious misconduct is 
now a violation of the criminal law, and 
should continue to be treated in this 
way. But there are many possibilities of 
conflict of interest which are not so ap
parent. The criminal law, with its re
quirements that malice and willfulness 
must be shown, does not off er a prac
tical solution for cases in this shadow
land of conduct. 

The front pages of newspapers 
throughout America have carried, over 
a period of many months, daily stories 
about the Billy Sol Estes saga. If there 
is one thing this story of greed and in_
fluence peddling demonstrates, it is the 
shortcoming of any conflict of interest 
code that does not include provisions for 
the Members of Congress and their em
ployees. I do not contend that the re
strictions on executive branch employees 
can be applied in the same words to 
the members and employees of the leg
islative branch. The general principle 
that no public servant should be in
fluenced by corrupt practices or motives 
does apply to everyone, but several 
fundamental differences between · the 
legislative branch and the executive 
branches hopelessly complicate any ef
fort to apply the same enactments -to 
both. 

For one thing, a Member of Congress 
must stand for election periodically-in 
the case of House Members, every 2 
years. In areas in which there is . a 
strong two-party system and in which 
the · electorate is intelligent ·and well
informed, this may be the most impor
tant sanction against any conflict of 
interest. 

Furthermore, a Member of the House 
of Representatives is, · by definition, a 
representative of the people and inter
ests of his district, and a distinction must 
be made between what he does for his 

own private interest and whaf he does 
for the private interest ·of his constit.:. 
uents. The difficult problems ·arise 
when the two interest's overlaP-as, for 
example, when a farm-State Congress
man who has a farm of his own, votes 
for high subsidies from which he per
sonally would.benefit. 

In addition, Congressmen cannot sub
sist on their salaries alone. The cost 
of campaigning for almost any seat is 
far more than the Member's total salary. 
A total ban on outside contributions to 
a Congressman certainly would be un
realistic. 

Moreover, the view persists that being 
a Member of Congress is still a part-time 
job. This view could be another reason, 
of course, for a different attitude toward 
outside interests. But in recent years 
this has been more a matter of theory 
than a fact--as this long session point
edly demonstrates. 

Finally, there is the principle that 
if the constituency wants to elect a man 
in spite of improprieties in his actions 
or interests, that is their privilege in 
a democracy. This is another version 
of the old maxim that people get the 
kind of government they deserve. 

These differences, however, do not dis
pose of the problem or justify complete 
inaction on the legislative conflict-of-in
terest situations which do exist. The 
adoption of the amendment for dis
closure of ex parte contents referred to 
by the distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee, for example, would be very help
ful in that everything would then be 
made a matter of record. A code of 
ethics to govern the actions of Members 
of Congress and machinery for its en
forcement also would be very construc
tive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time the Senator from New York has 
yielded to himself has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 more minutes. 
. The .PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York is recognized for 
5 additional minutes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 
measures, in which I have joined, specifi
cally relating to legislative conflicts of 
interest take into account the special 
problems of Congress; but they strongly 
reject any notion that Members of Con
gress should be exempt from the high 
ethical standards which we expect of 
all members of the executive branch: 

Basically, these measures are designed 
to provide the machinery for considering 
and resolving conflict-of-interest prob
lems. They would establish a Joint 
Senate-House Committee on Ethics to 
investigate and recommend a specific 
code of ethics for Members of Congress, 
and would vest the ·senate Rules Com
mittee with -authority to give to the 
¥embers of t~e S~nate advisory.opinions 
on such problems. These committees 
would function somewhat like the griev
ance or ethics committees of bar asso
ciations, medical . societies, and other 
professional organizations. Their ad
vice to Members and legislative em.:. 
ployees might not have the force of law; 
but they would have the force of public 
opinion, and in severe cases could serve 

as the basis for disciplinary action. This 
kind of machinery for the legiSlative 
b·ranch would be a source of protection 
for th_e :Members, as well as for the pub
lic. It opght ·to be welcomed by every
one interested in good government. 

I am very proud to be a member of 
the bar; however, it iS necessary to have 
some disciplinary procedures · available 
with reference to members of the bar. 
I am also extremely proud to be a Mem
ber of the U.S. Senate; and I believe it 
would be -in the public interest, in the 
national interest, and in our own in
terest to have some supervision over our 
conduct in this body. 

Another measure in this field which 
I have joined in offering would require 
that all ex parte communications from 
Congressmen relating to agency adjudi
cations be made matters of public rec
ord. This is the measure to which the 
Senator from Tennessee has referred. 
There are many circumstances in which 
it is perfectly appropriate for a Member 
of Congress to communicate in behalf 
of his constituents with an agency about 
the status, disposition, or me.rits of a 
pending case. However, I can conceive 
of no circumstances under which it 
would be proper to do so without some 
notice to the parties in the agency 
proceedings. Elemental fairness in 
agency adjudications certainly requires 
that all such communication be· made 
matters of record. In addition, as in
timated in the remarks of the Senator 
from Tennessee, disclosure would be a 
powerful safeguard against" any improper 
attempts to influence agency decisions 
in such cases. This proposal would not 
prohibit contacts by Members of Con
gress with the administrative agencies; 
but it would curb abuses in this process, 
by exposing every such contact to the 
light of day. . 

Congress cannot indefinitely defer ac
tion on measures such as these without 
impairing public confidence in the in
tegrity of our institutions. I say this de
spite the profound respect which I have 
for the legislative branch and its mem
bership. The public cannot possibly 
know in detail of the attitude, dilig~nce, 
and honesty of individual Members. In 
evaluating any organ of government, a 
few unhappy cases can sour the public's 
taste and darken the image of the House 
and Senate. 

We must demonstrate that the area of 
legislative oversight does not exclude our 
own conduct and operations, and, above 
all,- that there is effective machinery in 
the Congress for exposing and correcting 
any abuses which may arise. 

In· my view, these considerations are 
self-evideat. I know from experience, in 
the other body, however, the difficulties 
which would be encountered in attempt
ing to write them into this bill at this 
stage in its legislative progress. Never
theless, I believe that the unfairness of 
legislating in this area ·only for the exec
utive branch of the Government will be
come so patent in a short time that 
added impetus will be given to our at
tempts ~o a:pply comparable standards to 
the legislative branch. · 

I hope that in the next session an 
early start can be made, and that we will 
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persist in our efforts until the action 
needed in this :field is completed. 

I pledge myself to that end, to have 
legislation introduced, to urge hearings, 
and appeal to others besides those who 
have already spoken on this subject to 
join in this -effort. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to my 
colleague from New York, who has been 
very active in this field and with whom 
I have joined in offering these proposals. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for yielding time to me. 
The -reason for my interest in this sub
ject is evident. When I was attorney 
general of the State of New York., the 
New York State code of ethics had just 
taken effect, and because the attorney 
general was charged with the responsi
bility in this matter, I had the privilege 
of organizing~ in my own office, the nec
essary committees and other. activities 
which dealt with the supervision of the 
code of ethics for the State of New York 
under its public officers law. 

The law of the State of New York, un
like what we are enacting here today, ex
pressly provides for a code of ethics for 
members of the State legislature. Sec
tion 74 of the New York public officers 
law carries out that design. 

I join with my colleague from New 
York £Mr. KEATING], and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] in dep
recating the fact that provision is not 
made in the pending bill for the legisla
tive arm and for Members of Congress, 
except in the most elementary recodifi
cation of existing law relating to bribery, 
actual appearance in court, and payment 
from sources other than the Federal Gov
ernment for services rendered to the 
Federal Government. 

But the bill does not meet the main 
question, that this represents a double 
standard of morality, one for the legis
lative department and one for the execu
tive ann. I do not subscribe to any such 
double standard. 

I think it is important that one prac
tice what he preaches. I am pleased to 
note that my colleague from New York 
CMr. KEnING] and I were among the 
first to publish, before the rules required 
it, a list of our employees and the com
pensation which was paid to them. · 

Subsequently such a requirement was 
incorporated in the rules and is now 
standard practice for all Senators. .It 
arose during the time when there was .a 
controversy <>Ver the employment of 
relatives. I was very honored to take 
part, with my colleague, in that dis
closure. 

I think this is the essence of what we 
are t1ying to effectuate: A sanctio:i 
which the public can impose upon Mem
bers ()f the Congress can be imposed 
only if the · public knows. Mr. Presi
dent, I repeat that, because I think it 
is criticallY important-a sanction which 
is to be imposed on Members of Con
gr3ss can be imposed only if the public 
knows. The popular conception ·is · that 
as we stand for election it is the public 
which must impose these sanctions if 
we do not do everything we should do. 
aside from the basic power of each body 
to discipline, and, if necessary, to expel 

its Members. So the public and our col
leagues must know. Otherwise, there 
is no opportunity for either self
discipline or ·for the public tO hold us 
to strict account. 

It is for that reason that very early 
in my service I went to work on this 
subject as a member of the Committee 
on Rules, and I sponsored, with my col
league Mr. KEATING~ Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 10 and S. 627, which 
had for their purpose administer
ing a code of ethics for Members of Con
gress and requiring the recording by the 
agencies which are approached by Mem
bers of Congress of the· cases in which 
they were approached and who ap
proached them, so that all the inf orma
tion might be a matter of public record. 

I think it is very sad that such re
quirements are not dealt with in the 
pending bill. I cosponsored with my col
league from New York [Mr. KEATING], 
S. 603, containing excellent provisions 
for the executive department, advocated 
by the Association of the Bar of the City 
of New York. Those provisions are very 
largely incorporated in the blll. 

I shall support the bill. I very much 
desire to offer, with my colleague from 
New York [Mr. KEATING], the amend
ments which are, in my opinion, abso
lutely essential to a really balanced and 
honest code of ethics, to include Mem
bers of Congress; but both of us are con
vinced that such action would end the 
bill for this session. I therefore pledge 
my efforts, if the people return me to 
the Senate, as I · am standing for elec
tion this year, to come back and very 
early in the next session begin the fight 
to add to the measure .a code of ethics 
for Members of Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask -qnanimous con
sent that the code of ethics of the public 
officers law of New York be printed in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the code of 
ethics was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SECTION 74. CODE OF ETHICS 

1. Definition:· As used in this section: The 
term "State agency" shall mean any State 
department, or division, board, commission, 
or bureau of any State department. 

The term "regulatory agency" · shall mean 
the banking department, insurance depart
ment, State liquor authority, department of 
agriculture and markets, department of 
State, department of public service and de
partment of labor. 

The term "legislative employee" shall mean 
any officer or employee of the legislature but 
it .shall not include members of the legisla
ture. 

2. Rule with respect to conflicts of inter
est: No officer or employee of a State agency, 
member or the legislature or legislative em
ployee should have any interest, financial or 
otherwise, direct or indirect, or engage in 
any business or transaction or professional 
activity or incur any obligation of any na
ture, which is in substantial confiict with the 
proper discharge of his duties in the public 
interest. · · 

3. Standard: 
(a) No officer or employee of a State 

agency, .member of the legislature or legis
lative employee should accept other em
ployment which will Impair his independ
ence of judgment in the exercise of his official 
duties. 

{b) No officer or employee of a State 
agency. member of the legislature or legis
lative employee should accept employment 
or engage in any business or professional 
activity which will require bim to disclose 
confidential information which he has gained 
by reason of his official position or authority. 

(c) No officer or employee of a State 
agency, member of the legislature or legisla
tive employee should disclose confidential 
information acquired by him in the course 
of his official duties nor use such informa
tion to further his personal interests. 

(d) No officer or employee of a State 
agency, member of the legislature or legis
lative employee should use or attempt to use 
his official position to secure unwarranted 
privileges or exemptions for himself or others. 

(e) No officer Gr employee of a State agency 
should engage in any transaction as repre
sentative or agent of the State with any 
business entity in which he has a direct or 
indirect financial interest that might reason
ably tend to conflict with the proper dis
charge of his official duties. 

(f) An officer or employee of a State 
agency, member of the legislature or legis
lative employee should not by his conduct 
give reasonable basis for the impression that 
any person can improperly influence him 
or unduly enjoy his favor in the performance 
of his official duties, or that he is affected 
by the kinship, rank, position, or influence · 
of any party or person. 

(g) An officer or employee of a State agency 
should abstain from making personal in
vestments in enterprises which he has rea
son to believe may be directly involved in 
decisions to be made by him or which wlll 
otherwise create substantial confiict between 
his duty in the public interest and his private 
interest. 

(h) An officer or employee of a State 
agency, member of the legislature or legisla
tive employee should endeavor to pursue a 
course of conduct which will not raise suspi
cion among the public that he is likely to 
be engaged in acts that are in violation of 
his trust. 

(i) No officer or employee of a State agency 
employed on a full-time basis nor any firm or 
association of which such an officer or em
ployee is a member nor corporation a sub
stantial portion of the stock of which is 
owned or controlled directly or indirectly by 
such officer or employee, should sell goods or 
se:t'vices to any person, firm, corporation or 
association which is licensed or whose rates 
are fixed by the State agency in which such 

·officer or employee serves or is employed. 
(j) If any officer or employee of a State 

agency, member of the legislature or legisla
tive employee shall have a financial interest, 
direct or indirect, having a value of $10,000 
or more in any activity which is subject to 
the jurisdiction of a regulatory agency, he 
should file with the secretary of state a 
written statement that he has such a finan
cial interest , in such activity which state
ment shall be open to public inspection. 
(Added L. 1954, c. '696, cff. Jan. 1, 1955.) 

LEGISLATIVE DECLARATION 

Laws 1954, ehapter 696, section 1, effective 
January 1, 195.5, provides: 

"Declaration of intent. A continuing prob
lem <>f a free government is the maintenance 
among its public servants of moral and ethi
cal standards which are worthy and warrant 
the confidence of the people. The people 
are entitled to expect from their public ser
vants a set of standards above the morals of 
the marketplace. A public -Official of a free 

. government is entrusted with the welfare, 
prosperity, security and safety of the people 
he serves. In return for this trust, the peo
ple a.re entitled to know that no substantial 
con1Uct between private interests and official 
duties exists in those who serve them. 

"Government is and should be representa 
tive of all the people wh<> elect it, and some 
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conflict of interest is inherent in any repre
sentative form of government. Some con
fiicts of material interests which are im
proper ~or public officials may be prohibited 
by legislation. Others may arise in so many 
different forms and under such a variety of 
circumstances, that it would be unwise and 
unjust to proscribe them by statute with 
inflexible and penal sanctions which would 
limit public service to the very wealthy or 
the very poor. For matters of such com
plexity and close distinctions the legislature 
finds that a code of ethics is desirable to 
set forth for the guidance of State officers 
and employees the general standards of con
duct to be reasonably expected of them." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the New 
York State code of ethics is very clear 
and powerful, not only in setting stand
ards for legislators as well as for ·execu
tive and administrative officers and em
ployees, but also in. requiring disclosure 
when a legislator has a financial interest 

· of $10,000 or more in any activity which 
is subject to the jurisdiction of a regu-
latory agency. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
t_iine of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. May I have 1 more 
minute? · 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 1 more min
ute to my colleague. 

Mr. JAVI'l'S. It seems to me that is 
the nubbin of the problem which we face. 
I .believe the example which has been set 
by the Senators from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK and Mr. ScoTT] in disclosing their 
investments is an excellent one. I be
lieve it is essential that the public know 
what interest we hold personally. I am 
not for prohibiting Senators from hold
ing an interest or restricting it, but I 
am in favor of disclosing it. If we are 
constantly subject to public sanction and 
subject to disclosing to the public what
ever interest we have, the public can 
exercise its judgment, when we vote on 
a particular measure, and in connection 
with whatever we do, notwithstanding 
our personal financial involvement. 
This is the sine qua non, the essence, of 
any code of ethics for Members of 
Congress. 

I cannot see how we can rest in good 
conscience upon this bill without, im
mediately upon our return in January, 
seeking to complete it-and I use that 
word advisedly-by adding a code of 
ethics which will be enforceable through 
our own machinery, by action of our own 
committees or in the Congress, for each 
~ouse separately has set up a method 
we had proposed by way of an interim 
code. I do not see how in sheer fairness 
we can do anything less than that. 

I close by complimenting those who 
have worked on the bill and by saying 
that we have not completed our job, and 
by pledging myself, when we return, to 
join with my colleagues in bringing about 
a completion of the legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the bill has expired. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. P1:esident, I ask 
unanimousconsent---

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I think 
that is a strange arithmetical computa
ti011. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time may be 
extended an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be · extended 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request to extend the 
time? The Chair hears none; and, with
out objection, the time ·is extended 5 
minutes. 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 

should like to exercise the privilege of 
yielding to the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PASTORE]. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Rhode Island is recognized. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr·. President, I de-

- sire to associate myself with the Senator 
from Tennessee and the Senators from 
New York in connection with their pro
posed amendments, although I recognize 
they will not be pressed at this time, for 
obvious reasons, already explained. I 
think the time has come when we may 
best obviate whatever suspicion there . 
may be on the part of our constituencies 
or the country at large as to the financial 
interests of various Members of Congress 
when measures are considered by the 
Houses of Congress, and we must register 
our support or our rejection. 

I hope that whatever code or proce
dure may be devised will be a reasonable 
and sensible one, and that we shall ap
proach this very important subject with 
calmness and judiciousness, without 
emotion and without fanfare, so that 
whatever we do may be done wholly in 
the public interest. 

I think this proposal is very salutary. 
I hope that at some future date it will 
be recognized by the Congress, and that 
some code of ethics may be adopted by 
this branch of the Congress to govern 
situations in which there might be a pos
sible conflict of interest. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may need to the Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized . . 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I rise 
to support H.R. 8140. The bill in its 
present form represents several years' 
study by various groups and committees 
both within and outside of Government. 
There has been unanimous agreement as 
to the need for this type of legislation. 

Briefly stated, the bill has a twofold 
purpose. First, it revises and strength
ens the existing bribery and ~onfiicts-of
interest statutes. Secondly, it tailors 
the conflicts-of-interests statutes so as to 
be~ter adapt them to the modern-day 
needs of the Government in recruiting 
qualified personnel. 

The present conflicts-of-interest laws 
are, of course, based upon the age-old 
injunction that "No man shall serve two 
masters." The bill before us would 
neither alter nor compromise that un
derlying principle. We must have Gov
ernment officials whose loyalties are 
undivided. While we cannot legislate 
ethical conduct we can legislate away the 
opportunities which might otherwise 
tempt Government employees to place 
self-interest above duty. 

Although the present laws are directed 
to ·this end, they fall far short in. many 
areas of employee conduct. Several of 
these laws have been on the books for 

almost a century and simply fail to take 
into aceount the realities of present-day 
Government. 0n the one hand, they 
permit certain types of conduct which 
clearly should be prohibited. Yet, at the 
same time they are overly restrictive in 
other areas to the extent that there is 
no reasonable relationship between the 
conduct proscribed -and abuse of office . 
As a result they actually hinder the Gov
ernment in its efforts to recruit outside 
talent. 

It is to plug these gaps and to remove 
these meaningless restrictions that H.R. 
8140 is intended. The bill seeks to strike 
a more precise balance between the Gov
ernment's interest in having faithful em
ployees on the one hand and an un
hampered source of valuable talent on 
the other. 

In the hearings which were held in 
both bodies, several witnesses testified as 
to the Government's increasing need for 
the services of part-time specialists and 
consultants . . With the rapid advance of 
science and technology and . the various 
other fields in which the Government be
comes involved, there obviously is a cor
responding demand for highly trained 
personnel. 

Many of these specialists cannot be 
engaged on a full-time basis, either be
cause their services are not needed full
t-ime or because the Government cannot 
compete with the salaries that are paid 
by private industry. Therefore, the most 
practical arrangement is to. retain these 
individuals as part-time consultants. 
· In theory at least, this type of ar

rangement should enable - the Govern
ment to hire the country's best talent. 
As a practical matter, however, this has 
not been the case. Because of the pres
ent confiictS-of-interest laws, many in
dividuals are unwilling to enter part
time Government service. . To do so 
would ·require them to severely restrict 
any of their outside activities which may 
involve dealings · with the Government. 
The resulting finanCial hardship involves 
a greater sacrifice than most individuals 
are willing to make, so the Government 
is denied the benefit of these skills. 

H.R. 8140 meets the problem of the 
part-time consultant by creating a class 
of "special Government employees" to 
whom special rules would apply. The 
"special Government employees" is de
fined as an officer. or emplOyee of the 
executive or legislative branch or any in
dependent agency or the District of Co
lumbia who serves not more than 130 
days dudng any period of 365 consecu
tive days. 
. The provisions of the bill which pro
hibit Government officers and employees 
from representing others in proceedings 
in which the United States is interested 
would apply to special Government em
ployees only in relation to those matters, 
first, in which he participated personally 
and substantially as a Government em
ployee; or, second, which are pending in 
the department or agency of the Govern
ment in which he is serving. The pro
hibition as to this latter class of cases 
would not apply, however, if the em
ployee has worked no more than 60 days 
in such department or agency. 

The special treatrµent given to part
time consultants is ·probably the most 
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novel feature of the bill. There is no 
comparable provision in existing law. 
This provision should help to overcome 
the Government's recruiting problems 
and, at the same time, adequately pro
tect the Government against confiicting 
interests. 

H.R. 8140 also makes significant im
provements in the present law as it ap
plies to regular, full-time employees. 

Under the existing law, Members of 
Congress and officers and employees of 
the Government are prohibited from re
ceiving compensation for services ren
dered before Federal agencies in matters 
in with the United States is interested. 
The bill broadens the types of employees 
and proceedings which are affected and 
makes illegal the payment as well as the 
receipt of forbidden compensation. 

Section 283 of the criminal code pres
ently prohibits a Government employee 
from acting as an attorney or agent for 
prosecuting a claim against the United 
States. Since the term "claim" has been 
defined to mean only demands for money 
or property, this section fails to cover 
many types of proceedings which affect 
the Government. H.R. 8140 therefore 
adds a further prohibition against repre
senting anyone before any department, 
agency, or court in any matter in which 
the United States is a party or has a di
rect and substantial interest. The bill 
also extends this restriction to partners 
of Government employees. 

In order to remove con:fiicts arising 
from previous Government employment, 
the bill prohibits a former Government 
employee from acting as attorney or 
agent for anyone in connection with any 
matter in which the United States is a 
party or has a direct and substantial 
interest and in which the former em
ployee participated "personally and sub
stantially" as .a Government employee. 
The present law dealing with former 
employees applies only to the prosecu
tion of claims and limits the prohibition 
to a 2-year period following the termi
nation of employment. Under the bill, 
the prohibition is extended to a wider 
range of activities and is made perma
nent. 

With respect to those matters in which 
the former employee did not participate 
personally and substantially, but which 
were under his "official responsibility," 
the former employee is barred from 
representing others for a period of 1 
year after his Government employment 
has ceased. 

Under the present law, a Government 
employee is prohibited from transacting 
business on behalf of the Government 
with any business entity in which he has 
a pecuniary interest. H.R. 8140 broad
ens and rewords this prohibition so as 
to bar Government employees from par
ticipating personally and substantially 
in any matter in which he, his family, 
or his business associates have a :financial 
tnterest. As a further refinement, the 
bill establishes a procedure for exempt
ing from the application of this section, 
those employees whose :financial inter
est in a business is so small as to be in
consequential. 

The present law barring Members of 
Congress from practicing in the Court of 

Claims is continued under the bill. It 
also continues the present prohibition 
against the receipt by a Government em
ployee of additional compensation for his 
Government service from private sources. 

The provisions of H.R. 8140 dealing 
with bribery revise and consolidate into 
one section of the bill the several sep
arate bribery sections which are present
ly contained in the criminal code. The 
consolidation of these sections helps to 
clarify this :field and renders. uniform 
the definition of bribery. The bill also 
provides for greater uniformity in pen
alties. 

In addition to its criminal provisions, 
H.R. 8140 adds to the civil remedies 
which are presently available to the Gov
ernment. The bill authorizes the Presi
dent to void those contracts or other 
transactions in relation to which there 
has been a violation of the bribery or 
conflicts-of-interest laws. 

A special committee of the Association 
of the Bar of the City of New York, which 
was appointed to study the Federal con
flicts-of-interest laws several years ago, 
and has done outstanding work in this 
:field, has given its enthusiastic support 
to the bill. It also has the support of 
the Justice Department and the Ameri
can Bar Association. 

I strongly urge that the bill be passed. 
I agree that there are further problem 

areas, such as the receipt of gifts by 
Government employees, which are not 

, covered by the bill. These areas deserve 
our attention and should be studied fur
ther. Also this legislation, if it is en
acted, should be reappraised in due time 
to make sure that it is being effective. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Nebraska may proceed for 1 addi
tional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HRUSKA. If any abuses creep 
into the Government employment struc
ture under the exemptions and provi
sions of the bill, we shall be on· the 
IOokout for them and will deal with them 
accordingly. · 

<Mr. MORSE submitted the following 
exhibit which was ref erred to in his 
previous remarks.) 

INCOME DISCLOSURE BILLS SPONSORED BY 
SENATOR WAYNE MORSE 

Seventy-ninth Congress, second session 
(1946), Senate Resolution 306: Requiring 
Senators to file annual statements of in
come and financial transactions. Referred 
to Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Eightieth Congress, first session (1947), 
Senate Resolution 31: Amending rules so as 
to require Senators to file annual statements 
of income and dealings in securities. Re
ferred to Rules Committee. 

Eightieth Congress, first session (1947), 
Senate Resolution 33: Requiring Senators 
to file annual statements of income and deal
ings in securities. Referred to Rules Com
mittee. 

Eightieth Congress, sec0nd session (1948), 
S. 2086: To require certain members of legis
lati ve, judicial, and executive branches of 
Government to file statements relating to 
amount and sources of income and dealings 
in securities and commodities. Referred to 
Rules Committee. 

Eighty-first Congress, first session (1949), 
S. 109: To require certain members of legis
lative, judicial and executive branches of 
the Governme_nt to file statements relating 
to amount and sources of income and deal
ings in securities and commodities. Re
ferred to Rules Committee. 

Eighty-second Congress, first session 
( 1951) , S. 561: To require certain members 
of the legislative, judicial, and executive 
branches of the Government to file state
ments relating to amount and sources of in
come and dealings in securities and com
modities. Referred to Rules Committee. 

Eighty-second Congress, second session 
(1952), Senate Resolution 334: Requiring 
annual reports showing names of persons 
employed by each Senator with their com
pensation. Referred to Rules Committee. 

Eighty-third Congress, first session (1953), 
S.· 334: To require Members of Congress, cer
tain other ·officers and employees of the 
United States, and certain officials of political 
parties to file statements disclosing the 
amount and sources of their incomes, the 
value of their assets and their dealings in 
securities and commodities. Referred to 
Rules Committee. 

Eighty-fourth Congress, first session 
(1955), S. 2747: To require Members of Con
gress, certain other officers and employees of 
the United States and certain officials of po
litical part.ies to file statements disclosing the 
amount and sources of their incomes, the 
value of their assets and their dealings in 
securities and commodities. Referred to 
Rules Committee. 

Eighty-fifth Congress, second session 
(1958), S. 3346: To require Members of Con
gress, certain other officers and employees of 
the United States, and certain officials of 
political parties to file statements disclosing 
the amount and sources of their incomes, the 
value of their assets, and their dealings in 
securities and commodities. 

Eighty-sixth Congress, first session, S. 1603 
(Messrs. MORSE and HUMPHREY, April 7, 
1959, Rules and Administration): Requires 
each Member of Congress, certain other offi
cers and employees of the United States, and 
certain officials of political parties, to file 
with the Comptroller General an annual 
statement disclosing the amount and source 
of his income and the value of the assets 
held by and liabilities owned by him, or 
jointly with his spouse, and a semiannual 
statement of his dealings in securities and 
commodities, or those of someone acting on 
his behalf. Provides a penalty of $2,000 
fine and/or imprisonment for not more than 
5 years, for any person who willfully fails to 
:file a report, or who Willfully and knowingly 
files a false report. 

Eighty-seventh Congress, first session, 
s. 165 (Messrs. MORSE and HUMPHREY, Jan
uary 5, 1961, Rules and Administration). 
Same as S. 1603. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the :first com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com
mittee amendments may be considered 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Tennessee? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. The question 
is on agreeing to the committee amend
ments en bloc. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open .to further amendment. If there 
be no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the . engrossment of the 
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amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendment.s were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 
· The bill <H.R. 8140) was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third . time, the 
.question is, Shall it pass? 
. The bill <H.R. 8140) was passed. 
· Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
·to lay on the table the motion to recon
sider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO

. PRIATIONS, 1963 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 

what-is the pending question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

-Chair lays before the Senate the unfin
ished business. 
· The Senate resumed the consideration 

·or the bill (H.R. 12580) making appro
priations !or the Departments of State, 
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary, 
and related agencies for the :fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1963, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the quorum call may be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTES TO SENATOR JOHN MAR
SHALL BUTLER, OF MARYLAND 
Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, the 

measure of a man can be marked by his 
deeds. But, with every man, certain 
deeds stand out above all others. No less 
is true here in the U.S. Senate. 

The record of the senior Senator from 
Maryland is a good example. His ac
tivities during the past 12 years have 
covered a broad spectrum of legislative 
interests, but foremost among these has 
been his constant devotion to a strength
ening of the Nation's sea Power capa
bility. 

On many occasions, he has defined sea 
power as being not only the Navy and 
the merchant marine, but also the ship
yard capacity which is necessary to build 
and maintain our naval and maritime 
fleets. In this area, most of the legis
lation he has proPosed has been enacted 
into law and is now on the statute books. 

He has always been influential in prod
ding the executive agencies, under both 
this and the previous administrations, to 

take corrective measures. Less than 2 
months ago, the Congress included in the 
·defense appropriations bill !or ftscal 1963 
a provision calling for more naval ship
work in private yards rather than in 
naval shipyards-a proposition he has 
consistently advocated before the Sen
ate and the departments downtown in 
the interests of- saving money !or the 
Federal Treasury and to make more 
funds available to correct creeping 
obsolescence in the naval fleet. 

The Senator from Maryland is a lead
ing authority in this :field, in addition 
to l)UCh prominent Members of the Con
gress as the Senator from Washington 
CMr. MAGNUSON], chairman of the Sen
ate Committee on Commerce, and the 
Representative from North Carolina, 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Merchant.Marine and Fisheries. He has 
been a recipient of the Robert L. Hague 
Trophy, sponsored by the American 
Legion and presented by the President 
of the United States each year, in recog
nition of successful efforts to advance 
the U.S. merchant marine-an essential 
element of sea Power. 

We can .well applaud the leadership 
of JOHN BUTLER to insure the continuing 
supremacy of the United States on the 
high seas, and with the sine die ad
journment, he can take with him the 
thanks and appreciation of all of us. 

Mr. President, it has been my privilege 
during the 8 years I have served in the 
Senate to enjoy the close personal friend
ship of the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COTTON. In a moment I shall.be 
happy to yield. 

A13 Congress nears adjournment, and 
·as we know Senator BuTLER is volun
·tarily retiring from public life, I wish to 
take this opportunity to say to you, Mr. 
President, and through you, to the Sen
ate, and to make a. matter of record, that 
Senator BUTLER is one of the :finest, 
friendliest, most sincere, and dedicated 
men with whom I have had the privilege 
to serve. We shall all miss him. 
Whether I am in the Senate or out, I 
particularly shall miss him, because I 
shall have lost close contact and frequent 
association with a dear friend. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
join the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire in paying tribute to the Sen
ator from Maryland CMr. BUTLER]. He 
has served ably and with distinction. 
Frequently-more often than not-I have 
disagreed with him. He is a student. He 
has been diligent. He is always a.ff able. 
He will be greatly missed by Senators 
on the Democratic side of the aisle as 
well as Senators on the Republican side. 

The Senator is retiring voluntarily 
from the Senate, which happens very 
infrequently. Many leave the Senate, 
but very few retire voluntarily. I per
sonally wish him well and assure him 
that he carries with him the esteem and 
good wishes of every Senator. 

Mr. CO'ITON. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee for his 
generous remarks. I yield to the dis-

tinguished Senator from New York [Mr. 
KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr; President, hav
ing served not only in the Senate, but 
also on the Committee on Commerce, 
of which the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLERJ is the ranking 
Republican member, I have acquired 
great respect for Senator BUTLER'S abil
ities and a deep affection for him per
sonally. He is an able and conscientious 
Senator, who has never hesitated to take 
a :firm and determined stand on the 
principles he thought right. There is 
no , one on our side of the aisle, I sup
pose, with whom I may have differed 
more in actual voting than I have with 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land, but, at the same time, he has al
ways been a friend and an associate 
whose company has been warmly wel
come. 

One of the most eloquent tlibutes to 
.JoHN BUTLER came to my attention re
cently in an editorial which I came 
across in the Salisbury Times of Salis
bury, Md., entitled "The Champ." The 
article is short and very much to the 
paint. I should like to read it: 

THE CHAKP 

JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, the first Maryland 
Republican to win reelection to the U.S. 
Senate in modern history, is stepping out as 
the undefeated champ. 

He often described himself as the luckiest 
man alive in politic&-he didn't claim to be 
a politician and stepped without 'thinking on 
politically tender toes. In his thinking he 
has been somewhat to the right of McKinley 
and as uncompromising with pressure groups 
as Theodore Roosevelt. 

Until his illness this fall everyone had 
taken it for granted that he would run again, 
with an excellent chance of winning. But 
the champ retires. Unreconstructed, un
compromising, and undefeated. 

· That is a wonderful characterization. 
He h~ been "a champ." We shall all 
miss JOHN BUTLER, his friendly. cheery 
methods and his tolerance for those col
leagues who might disagree with him 
on some questions. We sincerely hope 
that he will return here as often as he 
can from his neighboring State of Mary
land to visit with us. Most heartily, we 
wish him many years of happiness in 
his retirement from the Senate. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator. 
I yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I join my colleagues in pay.:. 
ing tribute to the senior Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] upon his retire
ment. He has not only been a great 
strength in the U.S. Senate, ably repre
senting his State of Maryland, but in a 
very real sense he has been and is a Sen
ator of the United States. 

I believe every American will join me 
in the thought that he embodies the 
:finest traditions of this great Nation
courage, determination, moderation, and 
a desire to solve rather than aggravate 
the problems of our times. 

He has served with distinction and, in 
fact, is the ·ranking minority member of 
the Senate Commerce Committee. His 
great will, enthusiasm, and intelligence 
have made his service on the Finance and 
Joint Economic Committees invaluable 
and his presence will greatly be missed. 
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We on·the Del-Mar-Va Peninsula have 

come to look upon Senator BUTLER not 
only as a representative of one of . our 
neighboring States, but more as a Sena
tor from the peninsula. I know that in 
his departure he will be missed, not only 
by all the people on the peninsula, but 
also by those in his great State of Mary
land, which he has so ably represented, as 
well as by the people of the other 49 
States in our country. I join Senators 
in paying my respect to him at this time. 

I feel certain, however, that he will 
return often to this great body and give 
us the be;nefit of his advice, his counsel, 
and his understanding. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator. 
I yield to the Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
in a very few words I wish to join in 
making clear that I shall miss our col
league from Maryland, Senator JOHN 
BUTLER. My contacts with him came 
not on committees, but with relation to 
the shipbuilding industry, shipping, and 
the maritime interests throughout our 
country on the east coast and on the 
west coast. Together we have en
deavored to build up our shipping indus
try not only for commercial purposes, 
but especially in the event that it would 
be needed for national security purposes 
in time of war. Senator BUTLER was al
ways firm in supporting his belief in the 
necessity of maintaining a strong mari
time industry. I joined with him in his 
efforts to accomplish this objective, and I 
will miss him in our future endeavors in 
this connection. I will miss his friend
ship as a colleague when he retires at the 
end of this year. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator.- It was not my purpose to 
try to hold the floor and presume to yield 
to others. I should like to yield to the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY), 
then I shall yield the :floor. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Maryland will leave an in
fiuence in the Senate that will be diffi
cult to replace. First, Senator BUTLER 
is a friendly soul. I never heard him 
condemn anyone because he disagreed 
with him. Senator BUTLER enjoys 
laughter. He enjoys a good tale. He 
enjoys living. He has made the task 
here something different than a grind. 
He started with the thought that life 
has meaning, and that meaning is not 
found in ·negative thinking. 

We shall miss hilh, but we wish him 
and his family continued health, pros
perity, and opportunity for service which 
he will be able to render wherever he is, 
elevating the tone of the pessimist, and 
injecting into all a feeling that life does 
have meaning. I shall miss him; I hope 
he will return often. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
when we convene in January there will 
be absent from our Senate ranks one of 
the most outstanding Members who has 
graced this body. 

He is a man of splendid experience, a 
man who has won the admiration of his 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle as 
a battler for decency, for integrity, for 
forward-looking statesmanship. I refer 

to our associate, the senior Senator from 
Maryland. -

It has been my pleasure to know JOHN 
MARSHALL BUTLER for many years. When 
he was a member of the Senate Finance 
Committee, there was no Senator who 
worked longer, more conscientiously, 
more constructively on that committee 
than the gentleman from Maryland. 

JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER'S career as a 
public servant is far from over. I feel 
sure that his outstanding talents and 
abilities will be utilized in some new ca
pacity whereby the citizens of Maryland 
and the United States will derive great 
benefit. 

He will be sorely missed in the Senate. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the end 

of the 2d session of the 87th Congress is 
approaching. Many of us realize that 
next year one of the best loved of this 
distinguished body will not be with us. 
My colleague JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER'S 
decision not to seek another term was a 
matter of great regret, not only to his 
supporters in Maryland but to his loyal 
friends throughout this great country. 

Too often praise, appreciation, affec
tion, respect, and admiration of one of 
our Members is expressed only upon 
their expiration. 

I take this opportunity to tell you, 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, that you have 
been an outstanding statesman, a well
spring of knowledge, information and 
experience, and above all a wonderful 
friend. 

I would like to add that talent such as 
yours will never be permitted retirement. · 
There will be many of us who in the 
future will be calling on you over there 
in the "land of pleasant living" to seek 
your counsel and advice. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, it is with 
a sad heart that I note the retirement of 
my colleague, the senior Senator of 
Maryland. It is hard for me to believe 
that he will not be among us at the start 
of the 88th Congress. 

I can assure my colleagues, however, 
that JOHN BUTLER'S decision to retire 
from this distinguished body was not an 
easy one for him to make. It is never 
easy for any man to give up something 
which he dearly loves. 

To Senator BUTLER, the U.S. Senate 
has been, and will always be, a legisla
tive mechanism to be respected as well 
as revered, without equal elsewhere in 
the world. In a forceful, effective way 
he has left his impress upon the affairs 
of the Senate, as well as on the affairs 
of the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia, the Committee on the Judiciary, 
the Committee on Commerce, the Com
mittee on Finance, and the Joint Eco
nomic Committee on which he has 
served. 

With it all, he has not compromised 
his principles and his beliefs, nor has he 
neglected the interests and problems of 
the State of Maryland. As his colleague 
for 10 years, I can say with accuracy 
that a recital of all his accomplishments 
would delay an already overdue motion 
for adjournment. 

sumce to say, the people of Maryland 
are not unmindful of these accomplish
ments. To them, he will take his place 
among those, past and present, who have 

rendered outstanding public service on 
behalf of the people of the great Free 
State and of the United States. I have 
the personal feeling that the voters of 
Maryland would have returned him to 
the Senate for as long as he wished, or 
for as long as his health permitted. 

Though we have disagreed on a few 
questions, I have cherished my associa
tion with JOHN BUTLER. He is truly a 
man of integrity and character-a friend 
of whom to be proud. And, I will miss 
the continuing opportunity to work with 
him. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, for 
nearly 6 years, my good friend, JOHN 
BUTLER, was a member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary on which I am privi
leged to serve as chairman. When he 
joined our committee, it was soon evident 
that the distinguished senior Senator 
from Maryland was not an ordinary citi
zen nor an ordinary lawyer. The depth 
of his knowledge of the law impressed 
his colleagues at once. His ability to get 
quickly at the root of the most difficult, 
the most legalistic questions, through 
penetrating cross-examination, marked 
him for important subcommittee assign
ments. 

He is perhaps without peers in his ju
dicious and temperate attention to the 
threat of subversion and Communist ex
pansion in the Western Hemisphere. He 
served as a member of the Internal Se
curity Subcommittee with unusual dis
tinction. He was the author of and 
moving force behind the Subversive Ac
tivities Control Act of 1954 which passed 
the Senate on August 12, 1954, by the 
astounding vote of 85 to O and which is 
now on the statute books as Public Law 
637. 

Even more striking has been the Sen
ator's deep feeling for the spirit of the 
Constitution and his comprehension of 
its most technical provisions. This ap
titude is something which has not been 
limited to his membership on the Judi
ciary Committee. On frequent occasions, 
many of us have turned to him for ad
vice and counsel for the Senator from 
Maryland is truly a constitutional law
yer of enviable reputation. 

Because of glaring constitutional in
consistencies, he has been known to take 
on such argumentative groups as the 
Emergency Civil Liberties Committee 
and the Americans for Democratic Ac .. 
tion. He has been known to disagree 
with those in both the Republican and 
Democratic Parties-those in both the 
majority and minority on any issue-
whose footings on constitutional grounds 
were shaky. The logic of his constitu
tional pleadings on such issues as the 
Bricker amendment was and is difficult 
to refute. 

Some of the decisions of the Supreme 
Court, as well, have not escaped hiS 
scrutiny. With it, he continues to re
gard the Supreme Court of the United 
States, not only as the traditional sym
bol of equality and justice and a coordi
nate branch of the Government of stand
ing equal to that of the other two 
branches, but as a positive infiuence on 
the people of the United States. 

In 1954, the Senator from Maryland 
proposed a constitutional amendment 
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concerned with the comPosition and 
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court.. This 
amendment passed the Senate on May 
11 of that year with the support of an
other constitutional authority, Senator 
Walter George, of Georgia, by a vote of 
58 to 19. It would be interesting to have 
the revered Senator George appraise 
the action of the Senate on that sunny 
day 8 years ago against the background 
of subsequent Supreme Court decisions. 

Nonetheless, a genuine and strong be
lief that the Supreme Court was then 
trespassing upon the functions of the 
Congress led the Senator from Maryland 
to sponsor the so-called Jenner-Butler 
bill in 1958. The number of that bill, 
S. 2646, is indelibly stamped on my 
memory for it came in for such criti
cism and attack from some practitioners 
of the law and some civil rights spokes
men. The measure, as JOHN BUTLER 
once put it, was intended to resolve "a 
twilight zone of public and judicial con
fusion which resulted from certain cele
brated decisions of the Court . ., He was 
not challenging the independence of the 
judiciary or the freedom of the courts 
to deal with those matters over which 
they do have jurisdiction. His purpose, 
then as now, was to preserve, in proper 
balance, the powers, functions, and re
sponsibilities of the three coordinate 
branches of the Federal Government 
within a finite framework on the foun
dations of the Constitution. 

Then as now, -the U.S. Senate needs 
men like JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER. I 
am proud to be numbered among his 
friends. And though his friendship will 
always be with me, I will miss the 
opportunity to have available in this 
distinguished body his background and 
ability. 

REMOVAL OF ENCUMBRANCE ON 
TITLE OF REAL PROPERTY OF 
THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF 
THE VALLEJO SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
VALLEJO, CALIF. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the bill 
H.R. 9491 is at the desk. I ask unani
mous consent that it be considered. I 
have cleared it with the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The bill (H.R. 9491> to provide for the 
removal of an encumbrance on the title 
of certain real property heretofore con
veyed to the Board of Education of the 
Vallejo School District, Vallejo, Calif .• 
by the U.S. Housing Corporation was 
read twice by its title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection. the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, in 1928 
the school district acquired this prop
erty from the Government. It built a 
schoolhouse on the property. That 
schoolhouse was subsequently con
demned. The school district is building 
a new school at the present time, and 
desires to dispose of this property. 
There was a naw in the title. 

The executive agencies are in favor· of 
the bill. I have discussed it not only 
with the distinguisb.ed chairman or the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
but also with his sta:ff. I ask that the 
Senate approve the bill. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President. will 
the senator yield? 

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand that 

the school district has been in possession 
of this property for a good many years. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Some 35 years. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. It appears that 

there is a technical question involved 
regarding the title to the property which 
the school district purchased from the 
Government; is that right? 

Mr. KUCHEL. There is a :fiaw with 
respect to the transfer by the then exist
ing Federal agency, which was called the 
U.S. Housing Corporation, a defunct 
agency. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There is no other 
way of correcting the title; is that cor
rect? 

Mr. KUCHEL. Except by act of Con
gress. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. There is no way of 
correcting the deficiency in the title ex
cept by the passage of the pending bill. 

Mr. KUCHEL. That is correct. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. There is no objec

tion to the bill from any source, so far 
as the senator knows? 

Mr. KUCHEL. So far as I know, that 
is correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Under those cir
cumstances, I have no objection to the 
bill being considered without being re
f erred to the committee. However, in 
not interposing an objection and insist
ing that the bill be sent to the commit
tee, I do not wish to be understood as 
agreeing tha.t this sets a precedent for 
any other legislation which may be pro
posed hereafter; and that my withhold
ing objection to this procedure does not 
constitute a precedent in that regard. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I agree with the able 
Senator from Arkansas. 

I ask unanimous consent that a state
ment from the House report with respect 
to the bill and a copy of a letter I received 
from Representative BALDWIN, who rep
resents the district involved, be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows; 

PURPOSE OF THE. BILL 

This bill would authorize the Administra
tor o:! General Services to convey to the 
Vallejo Unified SChooI District, Vallejo. 
Calif., whatever interest the Federal Govern
ment may now have to a tract o:! about 1.SS. 
aces of land which the U.S. Housing Cor
poration conveyed to the school district in 
1928. 

The sole purpose of the bill ls to remove a 
possible encum:brance on the title to that 
tract fn order to make the title marketable. 
The bill specifies that the conveyance shall 
be without monetary consideration to the 
United States. · 

HISTORY OF THE TRAcr 

The U.S. Housing Corporation, which then 
owned the 1.38 acres of land, leased the tract 
to the Board Of ~ucation ol the Vallejo 
School Dlstdct in January 1926,. to be Used 
for school purposes. only. The lease con
tained an option to the lessee to purchase 

the property for the sum of $10,000. On 
June 22, 1928, the U.S. Housing COrpora.tion 
executed a deed conveying the tract to the 
Board of Education of the Vallejo School 
District of the city of Vallejo,. Calif .• and 
received $10,000 from the grantee. The 1928 
deed recited that the tract "shall forever 
be used as a.nd for school purposes and none 
other and this shall constitute a. condition 
running with the land." 

The United States Housing Corporation 
was dissolved in 1952. Section 105 of the 
Stock Corporation Law of New York, the 
State in which the U .s. Housing Corpora
tion had been incorporated., provides that 
notwithstanding the termination o! the cor
porate existence of a. corporation. the sur
viving directors of the corporation ma.y "ad
minister, sell and ·distribute the remaining 
assets of· the corporation for the purpose 
of finally winding up its affairs." Apparently 
under this authority the surviving directors 
of the corporation, who are all employees 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, 
agreed in 1955 to waive the condition in the 
1928 deed. They executed a quitclaim deed 

· to effect such waiver and it was transmitted 
to the school district in March 1956. How
ever, local title insurance companies appar
ently -have questioned the authority of the 
surviving directors to execute the 1956 quit
claim deed waiving the condition running 
with the land. 

The 1.38-acre tract was for many years the 
site of the Bay Terrace School. Recently this 
school was condemned for school use by 
the State of California because it !ailed to 
meet current standards for school structures. 
The school district has constructed a new 
school (Farragut School) at a cost o! over 
$413,000, located approximately three blocks 
from the site of the Bay Terrace ~chool. 
The school district desires to sell the Bay 
Terrace School and site. and credit the pro
ceeds from such sale to the school district's 
capital fund account as a replacement for 
the expenditures. required to collStruct and 
equip the Farragut School. 

REASONS. l'OR ENACTMENT 0:1' THE Bn.L 

The school district has used the tract !or 
school purposes for more than three decades 
in compliance with the purpose of the con
dition stated in the 1928 deed. It desires 
to sell the land solely for the purpose of 
creating proceeds which will also be used 
!or school purposes. Such disposition would 
not be inconsistent with the basic· purpose 
of the grant. For example, the numerous 
grants of public. lands to the States !or school 
purposes which laid the foundation for pub
lic. school education and the land-grant 
colleges in most of the States were largely 
effectuated through sales of the granted land. 

The fact that the 1928 deed required con
tinued use of the land for school purposes 
as "a condition running with the land" ought 
not be a. bar to the proposed disposition. II 
the school distric~ had acquired this tract 
for school purposes under the Surplus Prop
erty Act of 1944 or the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, the 
period during which it would have been 
obligated to comply with the condition would 
not have exceeded 20 years (45 Code of Fed
eral Regulations, sec. 12.9). Moreover, in 
such case, section 203(k) (2) (ill) of the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act, as amended, (40 U.S.C. 484) authorizes 
the Secretary o! Healt~ Education. and 
Wettare to release or waive the condition in 
the conveyance, at any time prior to the 
expiration of such 20-year period, 1! he round 
that the property no longer served the pur
pose !or which it was tra.ns!erred.. or that 
the release o! the condition would not pre
vent accomplishment of the purpose for 
which the property was transferred. 

In this ease, the school dlstrict has used 
the tract for school purposea for more- than 
20 Jears. The school district paid •to,ooo 
!or the land in 1928, and in 1956 received a 
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quitclaim deed -intended to eliminate the 
condition subsequent from the title to the_ 
land. The school district will use the pro
ceeds of the proposed sale of the tract for 
further school purposes. 

The committee does not know the present . 
fair market value of the land. However. this 
bill would merely eliminate a cloud that 
hovers over the title granted to the school 
district by the 1928 and 1956 deeds previously 
executed by t!l.e U.S. Housing Corporation. 
The committee belieVEl.\ that it would be 
equitable and consonant with the public in
terest to enact this bill to enable removal of 
the possible cloud on the title. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington. D .C., Octbber 2, 1962. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KucHEL, ' 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAa ToM: In accordance with our con
versation of yesterday, I am summarizing be
low the background information which ap
plies to H.R. 9491, which the House passed 
unanimously on October 1, and which 
provides for the removal of a.n encumbrance 
on the title of a school site originally given 
to the board of education of the Vallejo 
School District, Vallejo. Calif., by the U.S. 
Housing Corporation. 

The Vallejo School District originally 
purchased this property from the U.S. Hous
ing Corporation on June 22, 1928, for the 
price of $10,000. The deed of conveyance 
recites that real property "shall forever be 
used as and for school property and none 
other and this shall constitute a condition 
running with the land." 

The Vallejo School District operated the 
Bay Terrace School upon this property until 
a few years a.go. when the school was con
demned for school use by the State of Cali
fornia because it did not meet school hous
ing structure standards. The Vallejo School 
District then had no alternative but to dis
continue use of this school building. 

The Vallejo School District then had to 
construct the Farragut School, three blocks 
adjacent to the Bay Terrace School, in order 
to serve the students formerly served by the 
Bay. Terrace School. The Farra.gut School 
was constructed at a cost of $413,203.87. The 
school district would like to obtain. clear 
title to the Bay Terrace School property so 
that it can place the property up for sale. 
The funds received from such sale would be 
credited to the school district's capital fund· 
account as an abatement of those expendi
tures which were required to construct and 
equip the replacement Farragut School. 

The school district endeavored, some years 
a.go, to obtain a clear title to the Bay Ter
race School property. However, they found 
that the U.S. Housing Corporation was termi
nated as an entity on December 8, 1952. The 
school district obtained a quitclaim deed 
dated March 6, 1956, signed by the sur
viving directors of the U.S. Housing Corpora-. 
tion. This deed waived, annulled, and term
inated the conditions running with the land 
which was recited in the original deed. How
ever, the title insurance company has held 
that the surviving directors of the U.S. Hous
ing Corporation could not legally give such 
a quitclaim deed after tb.e U.S. Housing Cor
poration had ofllcially been terminated. This. 
has, therefore, ma.de necessary the introduc
tion of a. bill to authorize the General Serv
ices Administration to provide such a deed to 
the Vallejo School District. 

If the Vallejo School District had ac-. 
quired this property after passage of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Serv
ices Act of 1949 there would have been no 
problem. as· subsection 203(k) -(2) of the 
1949 a.ct provided that the Secretary o! 
Health, Educ~tion, and Welfare, with the ap
proval of the Administrator of the General 
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Services Admlnistration. may convey, quit
claim, or ,release to the transferees any right 
or interest reserved to the United States in 
the case o! property transferred pursuant 
to the Surplus Property - Act of 1944, as· 
amended, or the-1949 act for school, class" 
room, or other educational use if he de
termines that property so transferred no 
longer serves the purpose for which it was 
transferred, or that such release, conveyance, 
or quitclaim deed will not prevent accom
plishment of the purpose !or which such 
property was so transferred. 

Since the Vallejo School District obtained 
this property prior to passage of the 1949 
act, it is necessary for the introduction of 
legislation as evidence by H.R. 9491, to au
thorize the Administrator of the General 
Services Administration to make the trans
fer of a. clear title to the Vallejo School Dis
trict. 

I hope very much that you can obtain 
approval of this bill by the Senate before 
adjournment, as it is the only means by 
which this property can be given a. clear title. 

With kindest regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

JOHN F . BALDWIN, 
Member of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed. the question 
is on the third reading of the bill. 

The bill <H.R. 9491) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

INCLUSION OF DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA IN ACT PROVIDING FI
NANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR LO
CAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES IN 
AREAS AFFECTED· BY FEDERAL 
ACTIVITY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 2221, S. 2830. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2830) to amend the act providing :finan
cial assistance for local educational 
agencies in areas affected by Federal 
activities in order to provide assistance 
under the provisions of such act to the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have cleared this 
bill with both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
tQe bill? 

There being no objection. the bill was 
considered. ordered to be en.grossed for 
a third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted That section 9(8) of the Act 
entitled "An Act to provide financial assist
ance !or local educational agencie8 1n areas 
affected by Federal activities". approved Sep
tember 30, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 244(8)), Sa 
amended by inserting "the District of Co
lumbia.," after "Guam,". 

SOVIET ESPIONAGE THROUGH 
THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the news
papers of this past weekend carried the 
dismal news that two members of the 
Soviet delegation had been caught red
handed in the act of receiving secret 
documents from a U.S. Navyman, and· 
that the United States had asked the 
Soviet mission to the U.N. for their 
recall. 

This announcement fallowed by only 
14 days the disclosure that two Soviet 
employees of the U.N. Secretariat had 
been caught spying against the United 
States and had already returned to· 
Moscow. • 

Behind these several recent instances, 
there is a long history of Soviet espio
nage against the United States via the 
United Nations, working either through 
members of the Soviet delegation to the 
U.N. or through employees of the U.N. 
Secretariat or the various U.N. agencies. 

The "Expose of Soviet Espionage" pre
pared in May 1960 by Mr. J. Edgar Hoov
er, Director of the FBI. listed 12 Soviet 
nationals who had used their positions 
at the U.N. for purposes of espionage 
and who had been obliged to leave the 
United States when their activities had 
been exposed. The several cases that 
have come to light since that time raises 
the total of Soviet nationals who have 
used the U.N. as a cover for espionage 
to 17 cases all told. 

The FBI is a highly efficient organiza
tion. But I think it can be taken for 
granted that, for every Soviet national 
who has been caught in a demonstrable 
act of espionage, there are two or three 
Soviet nationals at the U.N. who have· 
thus far succeeded in carrying on their 
espionage activities undetected, or who 
may have been detected but have been 
careful enough not to get caught red
handed. 

The incredible scale of this operation 
leads us to the frightening conclusion, 
Mr. President. that every Soviet repre
sentative to the U.N. and every Soviet 
employee of the U.N:s various agencies 
must be considered a spy or a potential 
spy. They are spies. moreover, whooper
ate with a minimum of risk because their 
quasi-diplomatic status makes it impos
sible to do more to them, if they are 
caught, than demanding their recall. 

This situation in it.self would be bad 
enough. But according to an item in the 
Baltimore Sun of Sunday's date, the 
United States is now being called upon· 
to foot the lion's share of the bill for 
training prospective Soviet employees of 
the United Nations-that is for training 
prospective Soviet spies against the Unit
ed States. 

According to this item, Secretary Gen
eral U Thant has asked the General 
Assembly for funds to maintain a school 
which he has already started in Moscow 
for the purpose of training 22 Russians 
each year for jobs at U.N. headquarters. 
The sum involved for 2 years is $201,200, 
of which the United States would pay 
3Z.02 percent, or $64,424, while the So
viet Union would pay only 1 '1.4'1 percent 
or $35,139'. 

This is adding indignity to Jn.Jury, with 
a vengeance-and I bring this matter to· 
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the attention of my colleagues at this 
juncture because we are now in the proc
~ss of appropriating· certain funds des
tined to assist the U.N. or its agencies in 
their operations for the coming year. 

I believe in the U.N. and I do not wish 
io do anything at this late stage that 
would deprive the U.N. of funds that are 
essential to its operation. But I also 
believe that the U.N. suffers from many 
serious weaknesses-weaknesses which 
are gravely impairing its effectiveiiess
weaknesses which, in my opinion pose a 
threat to its very existence if we con
tinue to ignore them or sweep them un
der the rug. 

In his report on Soviet espionage, Mr. 
J. Edgar Hoover called attention to the 
fact that many of the cases cited involved 
Soviet employees of the United Nations. 

They are guests of the United States-

Said Mr. Hoover-
and are supposedly dedicated to the cause 
of international peace but they are, in fact, 
carefully selected envoys of the international 
Communist conspiracy, trained in trickery 
and deceit and dedicated to the concept of 
fully exploiting the freedoms of the coun
tries they seek to destroy. It is too much 
to expect that they would not prostitute the 
United Nations. 

The Soviet Union conducts espionage 
operations in other countries through a 
hundred different channels, including its 
own Embassies. This is something that 
can be taken for granted. There is some
thing obscene; however, about their con
scienceless use of their U.N. delegations 
and U.N. staff members for purposes of 
espionage. 

The U.N. does not belong to the So
viets: it belongs to all the nations. And 
when one nation, completely disregard
ing the terrible damage that this will do 
to the U.N., uses its U.N. personnel, 
cloaked with U.N. diplomatic immunity, 
for purposes of espionage against 
the United States, ·this naiton, in my 
opinion, is guilty of criminal contempt · 
of the United Nations. 

If no machinery exists for punishing 
such activities, the very least we can de
mand is that they be publicly censured 
by the U.N. General Assembly. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. DODD. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. I agree completely 
with the statement of the Senator from 
Connecticut. I do not believe we should 
pay a nickel for the school in Moscow, 
any more than Moscow is paying a nickel 
toward our decision in the Congo. 

Furthermore, I quite agree with the 
Senator that these acts of espionage on 
the part of people who are members of 
the Russian delegation at the United 
Nations, and who are the guests of the 
United States because of that associa
tion, ought to be condemned publicly 
by a resolution passed by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations. 

Mr. DODD. I am most grateful to the 
distingUished Senator from Rhode Island 
for his statement. He ls absolutely cor
rect, as he almost invariably is. He ls 
clearheaded about this problem. . 

I am dumfounded that the American 
people should be paying f~r the tr.aining 

of Soviet agents who are sent to the 
United Nations to act as spies on us. 
But that will be the fact if the arrange
ments made by Secretary General U 
Thant in Moscow are permitted to stand. 

I believe the State Department should 
formally demand a vote of censure and 
that it should back up the demand by 
presenting to the General Assembly a 
documented summary dealing with 
Soviet utilization of the U.N. for purposes 
of espionage. 

I also believe that our delegation to 
the U.N. and the Department of State 
should monitor the U.N.'s expenditures 
more carefully. There is no indication 
that Secretary General U Thant asked 
U.S. approval before he committed the 
U.N. to the establishment of his Moscow 
school for the training of prospective 
Soviet U.N. employees. Since we foot the 
bill for approximately one-third of all 
U.N. operations, we have a right to be 
consulted-and this is something that 
should be made abundantly clear to the 
Secretariat. 

As I have said, it is my desire to help 
the U.N. and not to put obstacles in its 
path. Despite many serious misgivings, 
I voted for the commitment to the Unit
ed Nations bond issue. But I must warn 
the U.N. Secretariat frankly that if the 
Soviets continue to use its headquarters 
on a wholesale scale as a cloak behind 
which they can conduct espionage activ
ities with immunity, the people of Amer
ica will not indefinitely tolerate such a 
situation. 

I must warn them, too, that if the pro
posed funds for the U.N.'s Moscow train
ing school are approved, it would raise 
such serious doubts in my own mind 
about the wisdom of continuing financial 
support to the U.N. that I would feel con
strained to raise the matter for recon
sideration as soon as Congress convenes 
again in January. 

Mr. President, I think it would be help
ful if I presented for the RECORD a brief 
summary concerning the 17 Soviet U.N. 
representatives and Soviet U.N. em
ployees. who have engaged in espionage 
against the United States. 

Vassili Molev, while attached to the 
Soviet delegation to the United Nations, 
in 1953-handling maintenance, pur
chase of supplies and similar matters-
met Boris Morros on a date and at a time 
and place previously designated by 
Morros' Soviet intelligence superiors in 
Austria. Molev accepted from Morros 
a report prepared in New York by Jack 
Soble and given by Soble to Morros in 
accordance with instructions from their 
Soviet superiors. Photographs, both still 
shots and motion pictures, of this meet- · 
ing were taken by FBI personnel. Im
mediately following the arrest of Jack 
Soble on espionage· charges on January 
25, 1957., the U.S. Department of State 
declared Molev persona non grata. Mo
lev at that time was employed-in a simi
lar capacity-by the Soviet Embassy. He 
left the United States on January 28, 
1957, en route to Russia. 
- Mikhail Nikolaevich Svirin, a Soviet 

assigned to the Soviet U.N. delegation 
from August 1952 to April 1954, was iden
tified by Yuri A: Rastyorov, a former 
Soviet intelligence omcer, as a member 

of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and a 
very experienced intelligence officer. 
Svirin was also identified by Reino Hay
hanen, a former Soviet intelligence 
agent. On two occasions, in January 
and February 1953, Svirin was observed 
in the area where Boris Moi·ros was 
scheduled to meet with his Soviet 
superior. Morros subsequently met Vas
sili Molev on March 3, 1953, at the 
scheduled meeting place. 

Maksim Grigorievich Martynov last 
entered the United States on November 
3, 1954, as a member of the Soviet repre
sentation to the U.N. Military Staff Com
mittee. In August 1954 a highly placed 
Army officer in Germany was intro
duced to a Soviet under clandestine cir
cumstances in the Soviet sector of Ber
lin. The officer did not discourage the 
Soviet's approach and meetings in New 
York were arranged. A code phrase was 
established for recognition purposes. 
The New York contact turned out to be 
Martynov. On two occasions a special 
agent of the FBI, made up to resemble 
the Army officer, met with Martynov. 
on the second occasion, January 15, 
1955, FBI agents, with State Depart
ment permission, accosted Martynov, 
who identified himself but claimed diplo
matic immunity. On February 21, 1955, 
the Department of State declared Mar
tynov persona non grata for the above 
activity and he departed the United 
States February 26, 1955. 

Aleksandr Konstantinovich Guryanov. 
entered the United States March 26; 
1955, as an employee of the Soviet dele
gation to the U.N. On April 25, 1956, 
he was declat'ed persona non grata by 
the U.S. Department of State as a re
sult of his implication in the improper 
repatriation to the U.S.S.R. of five Soviet 
seamen who left the United States on 
April 7, 1956. The seamen were members 
of the crew of the Soviet tanker Tuapse 
who previously defected to the United 
States. The Department of State in
formed the Soviet Government that 
Guryanov's activities made his presence 
in the United States no longer desirabie, 
and he departed May 9, 1956. 

Boris Fedorovich Gladkov entered the 
United States December 15, 1953, as na
val adviser to the Soviet representation 
in the Military Staff Committee of the 
U.N. In January 1955 Gladkov, at a 
cocktail party, met a sales engineer for 
a New York marine engineering firm. 
He cultivated the sales engineer and held 
a number of clandestine meetings with 
him. Through the engineer, on June 14, 
1955, he received two unclassified publi
cations· dealing with marine boilers. 
During his meetings with the sales en
gineer which continued on a regular basis 
through June 1956, Gladkov furnished 
the engineer $1,550 for services rendered. 
On June 22, 1956, the Department of 
State declared Gladkov persona non 
grata. He departed July 12, 1956. 

Rostislav E. Shapovalov entered the 
United States September 27, 1955, as a 
second secretary of the Soviet delegation 
to the U.N. On May 7, 14, 17, and 21, 
1956, he contacted a Russian emigre, 
Michael. Schato1f, a former omcer in the 
Russian Army, was a classmate of Shap
ovalov at a New York university. On 
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August 20, 1956, the Department· of State · the period :from June-through September confidential F'B:I reports to which she had 
declared. Shapovalov ·persona non gra.ta 1959, Kirilyuk. met with an American cit- access in her employment. Coplon was 
for his activities in attempting · to induce izen in a clandestine manner on five oc- tried in Washington, D.C., for espionage 
Schatoff to return to the Soviet Union. casions. On these occasions he requested and on July 1, 1949, was sentenced to 10 
Shapovalov departed the United States data concerning cryptographic machines years in prison. Gubitchev and Coplon 
September 12, 1956. and instructed the American to seek em- were tried in New York for conspiring to 

. Viktor Ivanovich Petrov arrived in the ployment with a vital U.S. Government · commit espionage and were convicted . 

. United States February 17, 1953, as ,a . agency. Kirilyuk's meetings with the On March 9, 1950, she was sentenced to 
translator employed at the U.N. Secre- source on August 28, 1959, and on Sep- 15 years in prison. On the same date, 
tariat. According to ·the FBI, Petrov, tember 18, 1959, were observed by special Gubitchev was also sentenced to 15 years 
during 1955 to 1956, established contact agents of the FBI. The Secretary Gen- in prison; however, his sentence was sus
with an aviation draftsman for the pur- eral of the U.N. was informed of Kiril- pended with the provision that.he depart 
pose of seeking classified information yuk's espionage activity on December 17, . from the United States and not return. 
concerning U.S. military aircraft devel- 1959. On January 7, 1960, the Soviet . Although Miss Coplon's conviction in 
opment. On August 20, 1956, the U.S. · delegation to the U.N. was advised of New . York was reversed .and she was 
representative to .the U.N. brought tbe Kirilyuk's activities, whereupon Kirilyuk held entitled to a new trial in Washing
matter to the attention of the Secretary and his family left the United States on ton, D.C., based on technical grounds in 
General, .who agreed to dismiss Petrov. January 10, 1960. both instances, it is interesting to note 
Petrov departed the United States on Igor Y. Melekh, a Soviet national, was the Judge Learned Hand, Second Cir-
August 23, 1956. assigned to the U.N. Secretariat in Octo- cuit, Cour.t of Appeals, made a statement 

Konstantin Pavlovich Ekimov entered ber 1958. According to the FBI, Melekh that even though the case was being 
the United States October 17, 1955, as asked a New York free lance medical reversed, the guilt of Coplon was plain. 
second secretary of the Soviet delegation illustrator, Willie Hirsch, to provide in- Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
to the U.N. Ekimov was accused before telligence data such af: a map of Chicago tl:ie Senator from Connecticut yield? 
the Senate Internal Security Subcom- showing military installations. Melekh Mr. DODD. I yield to the Senator 
mittee of participating in the abduction and .Hirsch were indicted by the Federal from South Carolina. 
of Tanya Chawastov, aged 2, an Ameri- grand jury in Chicago on October 27, Mr. THURMOND. I commend t~e 

. can-born daughter of a Russian refugee. · 1960, and both were placed under arrest . Senator for presenting this information 
He . took .part. in dockside arrangements by the FBI on the same day. They were to the Senate. I hope the news media 
which enabled Alexei Chawa&tov to leave charged with three counts including es- will can-y it to the public so that the 
the United. States with, his infant daugh- e pionage and conspiracy. Melekh claimed people of America may be made aware 
ter. This move was against the .wishes . diplomatic immunity; however, this was of what has been taking place at the 
of the child's mother who remained in denied by the courts and-he was released . United Nations. 
the United States. Ekimov was declared under $50,000 bond. On March 24, 196i, It is my judgment that unless the .spy
p_ersona non grata by the Department of a U.S. district court ruled that, if Melekh ing .which .has been taking place for sev
State on October 29, 1956, and he de- . departed from the United States by April eral years at the United Nations, at the -
parted the United States on November 17 and if the Attor;ney General moved Soviet Embassy, and at other Communist 
30, 1956. . , for dismissal of the indictment, the court embass.ies in this country is discontinued, 

Vladimir Arsenevich Grusha was for- . would dismiss as to both defendants. '. the .people of America will .rise up and 
merly assigned as. first secretary of the Melekh left the .United States for the demand that action be taken to stop it. 
Soviet delegation to the tr.N. On March Soviet Union on April 8, and the indict- Mr. DODD. I thank the .Senator for 
5, 1957,. Grusha. had a rendezvous with ments against both Melekh and Hirsch his statement. I am .completely in 
a Ceylonese employee of the U.N. Sec- were dismissed on April 11, 1961. · agreement with him. My interest in 
retariat, Mr. Dhanapalo Samarasekara, Yuri A. Mishukov and Yuri V. Zaitsev. this subject arises principally because I 
in the latter's automobile, after Mr. · Mishukov was employed as a translator desire to see the United Nations succeed. 
Samarasekara had been observed enter- by the U.N. on November 11, 1957. Zai- I .deeply believe in the U.N. I want it 
ing the offices of the Ceylonese delega- tsev was employed on August 9, 1961, as to succeed. But I am sure it will be 
tion and extracting certain papers from a U.N. political and security councll ·af- agreed that to permit the U.N. to op
a file cabinet. Based on information de- fairs officer. On September 15, 1962, the erate with Soviet spies on its pay~oll, 
veloped by the FBI, the Department of FBI disclosed that Mishukov and Zaitsev persons who seek to destroy the Umted 
State declared Grusha persona non grata had established an espionage arrange- States by utilizing their employment in 
on March 25, 1957, and he departed from ment with an American citizen and be- an organization for which 'V!e are pay
the United States on April 10, 1957. tween June and August of this year had ing a large part of the cost, lS so utterly 

Kirill Sergeevich Doronkin arrived in paid him $3,000. Two days after the absurd ~nd. outi:ageous tha:t we cannot 
the United States March 12, 1956, to Justice Department made its announce- allow this ~1tuat1on to contm:ue. 
serve as film editor radio and visual di- ment the U.N. announced that Mishukov Mr. President, I ask unammous con
vision of the Department of Public Inf or- had ieft for Moscow last July 5 and sent to insert into the RECORD at this 
mation, U.N. Secretariat. In October Zaitsev had done so August 7. poi~t certain documents. . 
1958 special agents of the FBI observed Eugeni M. Prokhorov and Ivan Y. First, excerpts from the Baltimore 
a clandestine meeting between Doronkin Vyrodov. Both Prokhorov and Vyrodov Sun article of last Sunday's da:te; and 
and a source that had been recruited for were members of the permanent mission second, excerpt from the oftlc1al U.N. 

· the specific purpose of obtaining aerial of the U .S.S.R. to the U:N. On Septem- budget estimate for the financial year 
photographs of the Chicago area. The ber 28 Prokhorov and Vyrodov were ap- 1963 dealing with the establishment of 
source reported to the FBI that the pack- prehended by FBI agents in the act of a Russian language training center in 

. age which he turned over to Doronkin receiving classified information concern- Moscow. 
at this meeting contained the requested ing the U.S. Navy from Yeoman, 1/C There being no objection, the docu
aerial photographs. The U.S. mission to Nelson Cornelius Drummond. They ments were ordered to be printed in the 
the U.N. delivered a' note to the Secre- were released after establishing their RECORD as follows. 
tary General of the U.N. on January 15, identity. On September 29 the U.S. dele- ' · 1962 1959, requesting Doronkin's dismissal gation to the U.N. demanded that the [From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. so, l 
from the U.N. Doronkin's contracted Soviet delegation expel Prokhorov and ExPEL Two AT U.N., UNITED STATES TEI.Ls 
term of employment terminated March 3, Vyrodov. REDs-OusTER oF RussIANs As SPY CAsE 

1959, and he was not reemployed by the Valentine A. Gubitchev, a Soviet citi- FIGURES DEMANDED 

U.N. He departed from the United zen, was employed as an engineer by the (By Paul W. Ward) 
States March 11, 1959. . U.N. Secretariat in . New York. Gubit- NEW YoitK, September 29.-The U.S. dele-

1 d · l k d·t 1 t• b gation announced today it has demanded Vadim A eksan rovich Kiri yu ar- chev and Ju l h Cop on, a na ive- orn that the Soviet delegation at the United Na-
rived in the United States September 11, American employed by the Department tions expel two members who figured in a 
1958, as a political affairs officer em- of Justice, were arrested after a clandes- new espionage case disclosed by the Justice 
ployed by the Department of Trusteeship tine. meeting in New .York on March 4, Department last midnight. 
aridinformationforNon~Self-Governing ' 1949 .. In Miss Coplon's purse, at the The announcement .followed by 14 days 
Territories, U.N. Secretariat. During time of here arrest, were summaries of a like disclosure in Washington that two 
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Russian employees of the United Nations had 
been caught spying against the United 
States but already had returned to Moscow. 

MOSCOW SCHOOL REQUEST 

The Justice Department's latest disclosure 
coincided, moreover, with a request to the 
Assembly by U Thant, Secretary General, for 
funds to maintain a school he already has 
started in Moscow to train an additional 22 
Russians annually for jobs at the headquar
ters here. 

The sum involved is $101,200 for the cur
rent year and $100,000 for 1963, with the 
United States slated to pay 32.02 percent
$64,424-<>f the $201,200 aggregate and the 
Soviet Union 17.47 percent, or $35,139. 

The U.S. announcement was made at 4:25 
p .m., just 15 minutes after the expulsion 
demand had 'been delivered to the Soviet 
delegation under instructions from Wash
ington. 

The note, which was not signed by Adlai 
· E. Stevenson, U.S. Ambassador, but presented 

simply in behalf of the mission he heads here, 
said: 

"The U.S. mission to the United Nations 
presents its compliments to the permanent 
mission of the U.S.S.R. to the United Nations 
and wishes to call further attention to the 
espionage activities on the part of Mr. Evgeni 
M. Prokhorov and Mr. Ivan Y. Vyrodov, mem
bers of the permanent mission of the U.S.S.R. 
to the United Nations. 

PAID SUBSTANTIAL SUMS 

"Representatives were informed of these 
activities earlier today when agents of the 
FBI observed Mr. Prokhorov and Mr. Vyrodov 
receiving classified documents of a national 
defense nature from a member of the U.S. 
Armed Forces who was immediately arrested. 

"In this espionage operation, Mr. Prok
horov and Mr. Vyrodov previously had re
ceived other classlfted documents for which 
th~y paid substantial sums of money to the 
U.S. citizen. 

"As host to the United Nations, the Gov
ernment of the United States strongly pro
tests these espionage activities directed 
against the internal security of the United 
States. 

"Not only are such activities clearly out
side the scope of the official responsibility 
of these members but they are an outrageous 
violation of their privileges of residence 
within the meaning of section 13(B) of the 
agreement between the United States and 
the United Nations concerning the head
quarters of the United Nations. 

"Under this provision of the agreement, 
they have by their actions forfeited their 
privilege of continued residence in this 
country. The U.S. miss-ton requests the per
m.anent mission of the U.S.S.R. to take the 
necessary steps to effect the immediate with
drawal of Mr. Prokhorov and Mr. Vyrodov 
from the United States." 

COMPLIANCE WAS AUTOMATIC 

There was no immediate public reaction 
on. the Soviet delegation's part to the de
mand arising out of this latest in a long 
series of espionage cases involving either 
members of that delegation or Soviet em
ployees of the United Nations, which Wash
ington has aired over the years. 

In all prior cases, save those in which 
Federal prosecutions were instituted against 
the United Nations employees, compliance 
with the withdrawal demands has been 
automatic. 

The United States never got a chance to 
make such a demand in next to latest case, 
which involved Yuri A. Mishukov, 38, em
ployed since November 11, 1957, as a trans
lator in the conference services section, 
United Nations' Affairs Office, and Yuri V. 
Zaitsev, 31, employed since August 9, 1961, 
as a United Nations Political and Security 
Council a1fairs officer. 

Mishukov -had left for Moscow last July 
5, and Zaitsev had done so August 7, accord
ing to a. United Nations anouncement issued 

· 2 days after the Justice Department's dis
closure September 15 that they had estab
lished an espionage arrangement with an 
American citizen and between June and 
August this year had paid him $3,000. 

The American, who entered into the ar
rangement after consulting the FBI, was 
identified as Richard A. Flink, a New York 
lawyer who is a Republican candidate ;for 
assemblyman. Washington, which had kept 
the affairs secJ;'.et pending final congressional 
action on the United Nations bond issue bill, 
made its disclosure only after learning that a 
Member of the Senate was about to air the 
case. 

ANNOUNCED BY HOOVER 

The current case, including the arrest of 
Ylc. Nelson Cornelius Drummond, was aired 
by J. Edgar Hoover, FBI chieftain, following 
the arrest of the 33-year-old sailor outside a 
Post Road diner at Larchmont, N.Y., last 
midnight. 

The FBI, according to Hoover, had had 
Drummond under close observation for some 
time, based upon his naval service in Eng
land, for which he was reassigned in 1959 
to the United States. 

Stationed at Newport (R.I.) Naval Base, 
Drummond has been making frequent trips 
to New York and was in "extreme financial 
difficulty," according to Hoover, who said: 

1. While Prokhorov parked his car beside 
Drummond's outside the diner last night, 
Vyrodov went in to get the sailor. 

2. FBI agents, who stepped up and ar
rested Drummond as soon as he seated him
self beside Prokhorov in the latter's car, 
found on the seat between them eight classi
fied Navy documents. 

S. The FBI agents did not arrest the two 
Russians, whom he referred to as "Russian 
United Nations officials,"- because of "their 
diplomatic status." 

MISSION NOT INFORMED 

It is understood that the U.S. mission 
here was kept in ·ignorance of the operations 
of Prokhorov and Vyrodov until after Drum
mond's arrest last night. 

It is also understood that the facts of the 
case and Washington's reaction were relayed 
to Thant through C. V. Narasimhan, an In
dian who is his executive assistant, before the 
mission made its announcement this after
noon. 

Thant's newest arrangement for accom
modating Kremlin demands for more posts 
on the United Nations' payroll for Soviet 
nationals came to light following his submis
sion of a request :(or "supplementary" ap
propriations in the net amount of $2,399,730 
for the current year. · 

Included in the tabulations accompany
ing the written request circulated Thursday 
was a line reading: "Russian language train
ing program, $101,200." The inquiries that 
transpired led tp a discovery that Thant 
signed 6 months ago an agreement with "the 
Moscow Pedagogical Institute for Foreign 
Languages for the establishment of a train
ing center for Russian language personnel." 

Three of his subordinates-Nicolai Vassi
liev, Mary McKenna, and Yuri Zhemchuzhni
kov-were sent to Moscow to negotiate the 
contract under which the Soviet state insti
tute provides the training facilities and 
trainees and the United Nations pays the di
rector-Mrs. Zoya Zaroubina, former dean 
of the institute's English faculty-and the 
teaching staff and also awards the trainees 
a monthly stipend. 

FIVE TO BE INTERPRETERS 

Five of the twenty-two trainees-all gradu
ates of Soviet universities-are being pre
pared for United Nations jobs as interpreters, 
_the rest for jobs here as translators of United 
Nations documents and records from English, 
French or Spanish into Russian, or vice 

versa. None is being trained as a Russian
Chinese interpreter or translator. 

Thant made his arrangement with the 
soviet Government, effective March 28 last, 
without specific Assembly authorization. 
But he did consult, the reports show, the 
Assembly's Advisory Committee on Admin
istrative and Budgetary Questions, which in
cludes Albert P. Bender, Jr., as U.S. repre
sentative. 

PROGRAM NOT MENTIONED 

The advisory committee, in a report cir
culated here yesterday, urged that Thant's 
request for supplementary appropriations to 
cover "unforeseen and extraordinary ex
penses" for the current year be cut by $127,-
000 but neither criticized nor mentioned his 
"Russian language training program." 

Besides asking the Assembly to ratify his 
contract with Moscow by voting him $101,-
200 for its fulfillment this year, Thant is 
asking an additional $100,000 to keep the 
project going through next year. 

He invokes "the serious difficulties of re
cruitment to the Russian language posts in 
the Office of Conference Services" as justify
ing initiating the project to Moscow and 
for continuing it through 1963. 

TRANSLATION PROJECT 

He also has contracted recently with "one 
of the leading publishing houses in Moscow" 
for translatior.s into Russian of some 40,000 
pages of United Nations records accumulated 
since 1946. The contract provides for "an 
initial volume of 10,000 pages per year at a 
cost of $6 per page of original text." 

The Russians being trained in Moscow at 
United Nations expense are also counted 
upon to translate--as a part of their 10-
month training course--about a fifth of the 
accumulated mass of United Nations docu
ments. 

NOW UP TO OVER 70 

The Soviet Government last February 
served upon Thant a demand that 80 posts 
in the United Nations Secretariat be handed 
over to soviet nationals and that those al
ready on the payroll be awarded pay raises. 
In the last year the number of professional
level posts held by Soviet nationals has risen 
from 59 to just over 70. 

Unlike other members, the Soviet Govern
ment has never yielded ~ the requirement 
that candidates for Secretariat jobs take the 
equivalent of civil service examinations to 
prove their qualifications. 

[From U.N. official budget] 
Russian language training ________ $100, 000 

1962---------------- ----------- ( I ) 
1961---------------·------------
1 Estimated costs $101,200 to be absorbed, 

to such extent as is possible, within the 1962 
a.ppropria tions. 

Having regard to the serious difficulties of 
recruitment to the Russian language posts 
in the Office of Conference Services, and fol
lowing upon consultations with the Advisory 
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions, the Secretary-General entered 
into arrangements with the Moscow Peda
gogical Institute for Foreign Languages for 
the establishment of a training center for 
Russian language personnel. The agree
ment provides that the center will train 16 
translators and 6 interpreters, the 22 can
didates being selected from university grad
uates with some experience in the linguistic 
field, and in other fields useful for United 
Nations purposes, e.g., economic, legal, polit
ical, and scientific. The students will par
ticipate full time in a program approved by 
the United Nations, averaging 30 academic 
hours a week. They will receive a stipend 
during the course of the training which will 
cover a 10-month period from March 28. As 
part of their studies the trainees will trans
late some of the United Nations backlog 
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documentation, estimated provisionally at 
a ·,500 pages during the - l_O ·months' coiirse. 
Other arrangements cali for qualUied teach
ing and administrative staff. The total costs 
are estimated at about $218,000 for the initial 
course. The Moscow Institute -will provide 
the premises and equipment at an estimated 
cost of $117,000 and th,e United Nations the 
cost of teaching and administrative staff, 
stipends for the students and the supply of 
certa in items of equipment for the trainees, 
a4; an estimated cost of $101,200: 

It is considered desirable that provision 
should be made to continue these favorable 
arrangements in 1963, and the estimate pro
vides for a similar 10 months' course of 
training for an equal number of students for 
that year. 

OCEANOGRAPHIC ACT OF 1962-
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I submit 
a report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the House 
to the bill <S. 901) to advance the marine 
sciences, to establish a comprehensive 
10-year program of oceanographic re
search and surveys, to promote com
merce and navigation, to secure the na
tional defense, to expand ocean, coastal, 
and Great Lakes resources, to authorize 
the construction of research and survey 
ships and laboratory facilities, to .expe
dite oceanographic instrumentation, to 
assure systematic studies of effects of 
radioactive materials in marine environ
ments; ·to enhance the public health and 
general welfare, and for other purposes. 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. . The re
port will be read, for the inforµiation of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
<For conference report, see Rouse pro

ceedings of October 1, 1962, p. 21574, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the repor_t? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. · 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, Senate 
bill 901, · as introduced by Chairman 
MAGNUSON, would have authorized con
struction of 23 ships for basic research 
to be supplied oceanographic institutions 
and laboratories, 14 ships for fisheries 
research, 6 ships for applied and acous
tics research by laboratories, and 18 
ships for oceanographic surveys, 10 to 
be built for the Coast and Geodetic Sur
vey, and 8 for the Navy· Hydrographic 
Office. Undersea vehicles and devices, 
construction of additional laboratory fa
cilities for many institutions, and acqui
sition and development .:>f scientific 
instruments also would have been au
thorized. 

It would have authorized funds for re-
.. search grants or contracts by the Office of 

Naval Research, Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries, National Science Foundation, 
Public Health Service, and the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

Marine and Great Lakes research ac- . 
tivities of the Commerce, ·Navy, Interior, 
·Treasury,. Health, Education, and Wel
fare, Army, and State Departments, 
Atomic Energy Commission, National 

Science Foundation, Smithsonian Insti
tution, and 15 bureaus, offices or' serv
ices within departments would have-been 
coo1~dinated, revi ed, and evaluated by 
a Marine Science Division, to be estab
lished in the National Science Founda
tion. 

The Division would have included 
scientists from both Federal agencies 
and non-Government institutions. 
Funds for education and training of ma
rine scientists would also have been au
thorized. 

Costs of the 10-year program over the 
10-year period were estimated as slightly 
under $700 million, or an average of 
about $70 million a year. 

The bill, as agreed to by the conferees, 
contains no authorization for funds, for 
construction of ships, for purchase of 
instruments: or for research. 

What it does is to d~clare as a policy 
of the United States to develop, encour
age, and maintain a long-range national 
program in oceanography, to be partici
pated in by all qualified persons, organ
izations, institutions, agencieS or enti
ties. 

To make such a policy work, the Office 
of Science and Technology is directed by 
the bill, as amended, to advance or de
velop a national program of oceanogra
phy, to issue a statement of· national 
goals, methods of achieving them, and 
how the various agencies of Government 
will fit into the overall plan. 
· In other words, this legislation will give 
direction to our oceanography programs, 
how scattered throughout many of our 
Departments. 

The bill would authorize an advisory 
committee, and it would report to the 
Congress yearly on the overall program, 
along with detailed financial information 
as to costs, and so forth. 

One part of the bill would allow the 
appointment of an Assistant Director of 
Oceanography, in the Office of Science 
and Technology, at a salary of $19,000 
per year. 

The House insisted on this section ; 
and we of the Senate yielded, to save 
the bill. We changed the language of 
the House, however, so as to make it 
clear that the establishment of such a 
position was not mandatory, but could 
be set up if the President thought it nec
essary. I emph~ize this point-that 
the position need be established only if 
the President considers it necessary. I 
should say that no Government agency 
thought this position necessary. 

With the present language, however, 
I urge approval of the report. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the report. 

The report was agreed to. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 507) to set aside 
certain lands in Washington for Indians 
of the Quinaielt Tribe. 

The message also announced that the . 
House had agreed to th~ amendments 

of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 11099) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to 
provide for the establiShment· of an In
stitute of Child Health and Human -De
velopment, and for other purposes. 
, The message further· announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
i3175) making appropriations for · for
eign aid and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and for 
other purposes; agreed to the confer
ence asked by the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and that Mr. PASSMAN, Mr. GARY, Mr. 
CANNON, Mr. TABER, and Mr. FORD were 
appointed managers on the part of the· 
House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1359. An act for the relief of Mario 
Rodrigues Fonseca; 

H. R. 2338. An act for the relief of Kaina 
Hely Auzis; 

H .R. 5133 . :..n act for the relief of Nora 
Lee Douglas; 

H .R . 6709. An act for the relief of Dr. and 
Mrs. Abel Gorfain; 

H .R. 7432. An act for the relief of Garland 
G . Bishop; · 

H.R. 8351. An act for t he relief of An thony 
Joseph Cala ndi; 

H.R. 8550. An act for t he relief of Theodore 
Zissu; 

H.R. 8728. An act for the relief of Pong 
Yong Jin (also known as Pang Yong Chin); 

H.R. 9430. An act .for the relief of Basilio 
King, his wife , and their children; 

H.R. 9777. An act to amend Private Law 
87-197; . 

H.R. 10089 . An act for t he relief of Mel
born Keat; 

H .R. 10178. An act for the relief of K ath
erina Raffaelli; 

H.R. 11746. An act for t he relief of Yasuko 
Agena and Carl William Agena; 

H.R. 12217. An act for the relie~ of George 
Edward Leonard; 

H.R. 12313. An act for the relief of J ane 
Froman, Gypsy Markoff, and Jean Rosen; 

H.R. 12886. An act for the relief of Dr: 
Olga Marie Ferrer; 

H .R. 12805. An act for the relief of Lt. 
Claude V. Wells; 

· H.R. 13013. An act for t he relief of Elfriede 
Unterholzer Sharble; 

H.R. 13072. An act for the relief of Robert 
0. Nelson and Harold E . Johnson; and 

H .R. 13120. An act for the relief of ::::>oro
thy L. Lisette. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature 
to the enrolled bill (H.R. 8567) to author
ize the Secretary of the Interior to create 
trial boards for the U.S. Park Police, and 
for other purposes, and it was signed 
by the President pro tempore. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR 
PLACED ON CALENDAR 

The following bills were severally read · 
twice by · their titles and referred or 
placed on the calendar, as indicated: 

H .R. 1359. An act for the relief of Mario 
Rodrigues Fonseca; 

H.R. 2338. An . act for the relief of Kaino 
Hely Auz_is; 
- H .R. 5133 . An act for the relief of Nora 
Lee Douglas; 
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H.K. 6709. An aet for the relief of Doctor 
and Mrs. Abel Gorfaln,; 

H.R. 7432. An act for the relief of Garland 
G. Bishop; 

H.R. 8351. An act for the relief of Anthony 
Joseph Calandi; 

H.R. 85:50. An act for the relief o.f Theodore 
Zissu; 

H.R. 8728. An act !or the relief of Pong 
Yong .Jin (also known as Pang Yong Chin); 

H.R. 9430. An act for the relief of Basllio 
King, his wife, and their children; 

H.R. 9777. An act to amend Private Law 
87-197; 

H.R. 10089. An act for the relief of Mel
bom Keat; 

H.R. 10178. An act for the relief of 
Katherina Ratfaelll; 

H.R. 11746. An act for the relief of Yasuko 
Agena and Carl William Agena; 

H.R. 12886. An act for the relief of Doctor 
Olga Marie Ferrer; 

H.R.12805. An act for the relief of Lt. 
Claude V. Wells; 

H.R. 13013. An act for the relief of Elfriede 
Unterholzer Sharble; 

H.R. 13072. An act for the relief of Robert 
O. Nelson and Harold E. Johnson; and 

H.R.13120. An act for the relief of Dorothy 
L. Lisette; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R.12217. An act for the relief of George 
Edward Leonard; placed on the calendar. 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPR-0-
PRIATIONS, 1963 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 12580) making appro
priations for the Departments of State, 
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1963, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
address my remarks t.o House bill 12580, 
the appropriation bill for the Depart
ments of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
the Judiciary, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and 
for otber purposes. 

The total amount of the appropria
tions provided by the bill as reported by 
the Senate Appropriations Committee is . 
$2,036,808,700. This amount is $135,-
593,000 more than the amount voted by 
the House, and is $166,826,564 more than 
the 1962 appropriations. But it is $86,-
439,300 less than the total budget esti
mates submitted by the executive branch 
of the Government for consideration by 
the committee. I think it is a fairly 
good bill, and I believe it will provide 
sufficient funds to enable these depart
ments and agencies to operate effectively 
and emciently during the fiscal year 
1963. 

For the State Department, the com
mittee recommends an increase of 
$116,567,000 more than the amount voted 
by the House. Included in this sum are 
two items which were not considered 
by the House; namely, the $100 million 
loan to the United Nations, which was 
submitted to our committee, for its .con
sideration, on September 21, 1962, after · 
the House had passed on the bill, and 
the recommendation for $11 million for 
the operation and maintenance of 
foreign buildings under the control of 
the State Department. The $11 million 
item contains $7 million in foreign cur-

rencies and only $4 million in hard dol
lars. We felt it necessary to recommend 
this amount for the purpose of carrying 
on the operation and maintenance of 
more than $200 million of buildings and 
properties which our Government owns 
overseas. 

Other miscellaneous increases for the 
Department of State are: 

First is $1,200,000 for "Salaries and 
expenses," which the committee felt was 
justified in order to provide additional 
funds for the purchase-it will be 
mainly for this purpose-of security 
equipment and all other miscellaneous 
equipment in the Department here in 
Washington and abroad, and for ex
penditures in connection with travel and 
home leave, rent and quarters allow
ances, and the purchase of furniture 
and supplies. 

Second is $205,000 from the special 
foreign currency account, to purchase 
a site in Bombay, India, an "excess" 
currency country, for a new informa
tion center. 

Third is $40,000 for some additional 
employees in the United Nations. The 
House has already provided for seven 
additional positions; and our committee 
felt it would be sumcient to provide for 
three more of the additional nine re
quested, to serve at the United Nations. 

Incidentaly, the Department had re
quested 17 new empJoyees. The House 
voted to provide funds for seven new 
employees. The Senate committee has 
recommended. that provision be made for 
three more-in other words, to provide 
sufficient funds for a total of 10 out of 
the 17 originally requested, and there
fore to provide $40,000 additional. 

Fourth is $50,000 fo,. the "Salaries and 
expenses" item under the International 
Boundary and Water Commission, to 
help defray the cost of several needed 
projects, investigations, and studies along 
the Mexican border contemplated for 
this fiscal year. 

Fifth is $172,000 to provide the full re
vised budget requirements for several of 
the international fisheries commissions. 
The record shows that this money is 
needed, in the main, to meet the U.S. 
pro rata share of the expenses of these 
commissions. 

Sixth is $3.9 million for the mutual 
educational and cultural exchange pro
gram. This sum, added to the $40 mil
lion allowed by the House, will provide 
$43 .9 million in the appropriation. It 
was brought out during the hearings 
that additional carryover moneys ex
ceeding $14 million, scheduled for obli
gation in 1963, would permit an exchange 
program in 1963 of $58,529,217. As in
dicated in the report, this total .sum of 
$58.5 million would involve the expendi
ture of $29. 7 million in hard dollars and 
$28.8 million in foreign currencies. This 
is about the same ratio of dollars to for
eign currencies as was programed in 
1lscal 1962. The committee determined 
that, as a result of certain reforms re
centlY instituted, the Department should 
be able to use a much larger percentage 
of foreign currencies in the program and 
also release foreign currencies for other 
needed activities overseas, thus saving 
hard dollars. 

In summarizing the recommendation of 
$400,-047 ,000 for the Department of State, 
if the U.N. bond loan of $100 mllllon, 
wbich was not considered by the House, 
is excluded-and if the increased foreign 
currencies included in the committee's 
recommendation are considered-the 
committee's recommendation in hard 
dollars is only $8,262,000 over the House 
bill. 
. I think that is a pretty good record 
for our committee, in view of the ex
perience we all know we have, when we 
are asked to make tremendous restora
tions after the House has acted on these 
measures, and when the requests are 
sometimes supported by very substantial 
justification. I think the committee has 
done well to hold the amount to this 
figure. The amount, of course, will go 
to conference and possibly not all be 
retained. 

For the Department of Justice-
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield before he reaches the 
Department of Justice item? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to compli

ment the Secretary and the other officials 
of the State Department for not request
ing money for additional personnel in 
fiscal year 1963. In fact, the number of 
positions has been reduced from 14,:015 
to 13,955 or a reduction of 60 positions. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is 
speaking now only of the State Depart-
ment? · 

Mr . .ELLENDER. That is correct. It 
is especially gratifying to me to see this 
economy effected, even though new re
publics have recently been formed and 
it has been necessary for the Depart
ment to open quite a few new posts. I 
am glad to see the Department is trans
ferring personnel from posts in West
ern Europe and other areas t.o fill PoSi
tions in the new Republic of Africa and 
.other parts of the world where new posts 
have been established. I believe this is 
the first time the State Department has 
presented to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee a program in which it has 
not requested additional personnel, since 
I have been a member of that commit
tee. It is my fervent hope that the De
partment will continue to do so in the 
future, because I feel that further re
ductions can easily be made in the num
ber of personnel in many posts in Eu
rope and other parts of the world to fill 
the necessary positions that are created 
as a result of the establishment of new 
republics throughout the world. 

Mr. McCLELLAN·. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana. I 
point out that in the committee report 
we commend the Department, the Secre
tary of State and his associates, for not 
requesting additional personnel for fiscal 
1963. We commend them for that de
cision and their efforts for economy in 
that direction. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I join in com
mending the chairman ·of the subcom
mittee, the Senator from Arkansas, for 
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the manner in ·which he handled the 
appropriation bill . for the· _Departments 
of State, Justice, Commerce, ·and . the_ 
judiciary. I have been on the subcom
mittee for over 10 years . . We conducted. 
the hearings in the spirit that we were 
going to ·try to keep the amount appro
priated at the House level if we possibly 
could. 

- There is one item to which I believe 
the Senator from Arkansas did not call 
attention. At least, I did not hear him. 
The $11 million that the Senate commit
tee provided for maintenance and opera
tion of embassies abroad was not in the 
bill as it came from the House. No 
money is provided in the bill for the ac
quisition of embassies, because the au
thorization bill has never passed, but we 
provided $11 million, which is a sub
stantial increase, for the purpose of 
maintaining and operating the embas
sies and chanceries we now have. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. I thank the 
Senator for his complimentary refer
ences to the work of the chairman of the 
subcommittee. I had the wholehearted 
and enthusiastic cooperation of every 
member of the committee on both sides 
of the aisle; including the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts and the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana, 
and other Senators. . . 

I did mention the $11 million and 
pointed out that $7 million in that cate
gory was to be in foreign currencies and 
only $4 million in hard dollars. That 
amount of money is necessary to main
tain about $200 million worth of pi·oper
ties that we own in foreign countries. 

For the Department of Justice; ·the 
committee increased the House- allow
ance in only one item of $950,000 for the 
"Buildings and facilities" of the Federal 
prisons system: This sum will enable the 
Department to go forward with the de
sign and dte preparation work for a new 
psychiatric center ill North Caronna 
for which $250,000 in planning money 
was provided last year. TJ:ie Department 
indicated that only $950,000 of the orig
inal budget estimate of $1,350,000 ·was 
necessary at this time, as a site or" 1,000 
acres has been donated by the State to 
the Department. The House committee 
apparently had def erred action on the 
item because no site had been selected at 
the time of the House hearings. 

Now that the site has been selected 
and North Carolina has so generously 
and graciously donated a suitable site 
for the location of the facilities, we be
lieve that not to provide the money now 
would only delay the project for a year 
or more. Three years are required to 
plan and complete the project. The 
committee felt there was no need for 
such delay, and that the construction of 
the facility should be expedited. There
fore we have submitted this increase over 
the amount the House allowed for the 
Justice Department. · . 

I think the Justice Department should 
be commended in this regard for trying 
to hold down expenditures and for not 
making requests for restoration over and 
above the House allowances. 

Mr. jORDAN o{ North 'carolina. Mr. 
President, will the SenatOr yield? 

Mr. McCLELJ.+AN'. ·1 ain glad to yield· 
to the distihguished.Senator from North 
Carolina. · 

Mr. JORDAN of ~o;rth_ Carolina. I ap
preciate v~ry much being yielded to by 
the chairman of the committee ori 'th.is 
particular item, because it is one with 
respect to which ~ am very much inter
ested. As the Senator has said, it was 
previously omitted entirely for the rea
son that the language stated "for acqui
sition of site and planning," w:&.ich at 
that time had not occurred. There was 
a request for $1,350,000. 

The State of North Carolina has pro
vided 1,000 acres of land, which is devel
oped with sewers, water, lights, and so 
on, valued at $400,000. 

The Bureau of Prisons and the Justice 
Department have told me personally that 
$950,00-0 is all that is now needed. 

Mr: McCLELLAN. · That would be ade-
quate for thfs year. · · 

vention and cure of meritaJ illneS.S and I 
~µow it wi~l mean a great deal to the pro
posed Federal hospital to have these ·medfcal 
cent~r~ ~ea.rby and anxious to cooperate in 
every way possible. · -

The_ House of Representatives did not in
clude funds i:rrits appropriations bill for this 
this project .because it was not aware of the 
fact that a site had been selected at the 
time _the bill was acted upon earlier this year. 
Several months ago the State of North .Caro"" 
lina made available to the Bureau of .Prisons 
a total of 1,000 a~res of land free of charge 
a~ Butner for the proposed hospital site. At 
this time everything is in complete readiness 
to begin work on the liospital, and as a result 
of the State of North Carolina donating the 
site it has reduced the total cost of the hos
pital by about $400,000, which amount was 
originally requested by the Department of 
Justice for land acquisition. 

I think it is of utmost importance that 
favorable action be taken on this matter, and 
I hope that the Senate will approve the funds 
for this hospital and that the House of Repre~ 
sentatives will concur. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
would be adequate for this year. I ap- • Mr. McCLELLAN. I congratulate the 
preciate very much the illclusion of the State of North Carolina and the dis
item, because this is a · very worthwhile t.inguished f?enators from North Caro~ 
project. It is to be located in an ideai Ima for their alertness and aggressive
spot. The Duke University Medical ness, and for all the other talents which 
Center has a psychiatric department·. they employed to induce the Department 
The State of North Carolina maintains to select North Carolina_ for the loca
a hospital in this same locality; at the tion of this fine institution. . · 
old Camp Butner. The Federal Govern- Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. The 
ment has a Veterans' Administration 1,000 acres of free land were pretty good 
hospital, which includes a psychiatric bait. . 
department, only some 12 miles away. Mr. McCLELLAN. I congratulate the 

Mr. Pr'esident, .I ask unanimous _con- Government for being able to persuade 
sent to have printed in the RECORD niy North Carolina to make such a generous 
statement on this item. donation. 

There being no obj_ection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follo~s: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JORDAN OF NORTH 
CAROLINA 

I would like to call attention to one sec
tion of the blll before us which provides for 
the appropriation of $950,000 for planning 
and other work on the construction of a new 
psychiatric hospital for the Bureau of 
Prisons. 

It has been long recognized -among those 
who are familiar with our Federal prisons 
system that there is an urgent need for the 
construction of such a hospital to supple
ment the present facilities located at Spring-
field, Mo. · -

More and more inmates of our Federal pris
ons are receiving psychiatric diagnosis and 
treatment, and there has been an increasing 

THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. President, for the judiciary, only 

one item was requested restored and 
that related to the appropriation "Fees 
of jurors and Commissioners." The re
quest was $1,500,000, of which $300,000 
would be us_ed to defray outstanding ob
ligations from 1962 and the balance for 
increased juror costs in 1963. ·The com
mittee felt that $1,300,000 would be suf
ficient at this time, instead of the $1,500,-
000 requested, since most eveI,"Y year, a 
supplemental has been requested for this 
item, and the increased costs resulting 
from the activities of additional judges 
cannot definitely be determined until 
the elapse of additional time into the 
fiscal year. · 

· trend in recent years in the number of per- u.s. INFORMATION AGENCY 
sons charged with crimes being referred to For the U.S. Information Agency, the 
the Bureau of Prisons for psychiatric obser- committee recommends $129,500,000 ·in 
vation and care. I think the statistics will 
show that the workload. is now overwhelming dollars and foreign currencies for "Sal-
and we are in urgent need for additional aries and expenses." This is the sa~e 
facilities. amount as provided in the House bill. It 

The Appropriation& Committee has ;pro- • is $8.2 million, _or -7 percent more than 
vide~ for $950,000 to begin work on such~ the 1962 appropriation of $120.8 million, 
hospital, and the Justice Department has but $5.5 million less than the budget es
anno:in.ced that it will be located in North timate of $134.5 lajllion. The House bill 
Carolma. · d d 630 ·t· th 1 . b · r am very familiar with the preliminary_ provi e posi ions over e 962 ase 
work that has.been done in connection with of ~l,403. The :A~ency requested !~sto
locating the hospital.in North Carolina and ration of $35 m1lhon and 140 positions. 
the site that has been selected is ide;l for The cqmmittee denied the request be
this purp<)se. The site is located at Butner, cause it believed the Agency would have 
N.C., where the State of-North Carolina now sufficient funds under the House allow
h~ a large unit ()f the State mental hos- ance of $129,500,000 for a well-balanced 
p1tals system, and it _is only a few miles away program in 1-963 including the expan-
from the Duke University Medical Center ·. · · ' · · · 
and the veterans' Admilllstration hospital in s1~n of e-:sent1al programs for high pri-
Durham, and the University of North Caro- or~ty areas. 
Una Medical center at Chapel H111. The committee was" disturbed about 

All three of these institutions carry on ex- the -manner in which the Agency had 
tensive clinical and research work in pre- distributed the allowances und-er the 
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House bill. The committee was im- the least, and that the personnel could 
pressed by the testimony for expanding be transferred into the higher priority 
the program in certain areas. However, areas, where possibly more effort is 
some of the members felt that if funds, needed than is now being made. 
personnel, and functions were reduced in · For the "Special international exhibi
certain areas. such as the -countries of tions" appropriation, which provides 
Western Europe and transferred to areas funds for exhibitors, trade fairs, and la
of higher priority, the necessary expan- bor missions, the committee recom
sion could be accomplished within the mends the appropriation of $7,474,000. 
funds available. Even the U.S. Advisory This is $126,000 below the House allow
Commission on Information, in its re- ance and represents a saving in the ap
cent report, said that too many USIS propriation from prior year funds which 
posts attempt to use all media rather the Department advised the committee 
than concentrating on those fewer media was available for 1963 expenditures. No 
and programs best suited to the particu- funds are included in this appropriation 
lar country or area. The Commission for trade missions, ·as was proposed in 
urged that only those media be used that the House bill in the amount of $553,700, 
are effective and applicable and that all in view of the action recommended by 
marginal programs be eliminated. The the Commerce subcommittee that the 
committee believes that more funds and funds for the trade missions item, in the 
personnel are not as crucial a factor in amount of $750,000, be included under 
the Agency's activities as a more dis- the Commerce Depa1·tment. 
criminating use of its available re- For "Acquisition and construction of 
sources. radio facilities," the committee recom-

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will · mends the appropriation of $8,750,000 
the Senator yield? instead of $10,750,000 provided by the 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis- House bill. This is a no-year appropria-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana. tion and testimony brought out at the 

Mr. El.LENDER. In addition to what hearings revealed that the Agency would 
the distinguished chairman of the sub- be unable to obligate more than $8,750,
committee has stated, I point out that 000 this year. 
when the House cut was presented to the For the "Informational media guaran
Senate committee there was no deduc- tee program," the committee recom
tion indicated either for Western Europe mends the appropriation of $1 million 
or for Eastern Europe. The House instead of the $1.5 million in the House 
deductions were ·allocated by the bill and the $4,300,000 in the budget esti
USIA to the Far East, Africa, the mate. Under the Senate recommenda
Near East, and south Asia, as well as tion, the Agency can guarantee contracts 
Latin America and the World Wide Mis- for fiscal year 1963. of· approximately $4.7 
sions. It seems to me that the new and million, which is comparable to a figure 
emergent requirements of the underde- of $4.8 million in 1962. 
veloped countries should take priority Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
over what we do in Europe. the bill we are recommending to this 

The chairman will recall that when we body today for its consideration is, I be
provided the appropriations last year we lieve, a good bill. The subcommittee 
suggested that Mr. Murrow should re- heariilgs on H.R. 12580, a copy of which 
duce the personnel in Western Europe is on every Member's desk, containing 
and transfer these employees to the new· approximately 1,500 pages of testimony, 
areas which are now attaining inde- is conclusive evidence that the subcom
pendence. He made a small reduction mittee judiciously considered the items 
but not nearly enough, in my humble 
opinion. It is my belief that if such a for which the departments were seeking 

funds for the fiscal year 1963 budget. 
course were pursued a much better job ~lso I must say that those items reduced 
could be done. 

As I have pointed out on many occa- by the House were thoroughly reviewed 
sions, it seems silly to me to carry on all as to reasons for restoration . . 
programs in all areas of the world. I Mr. President, I will not take the time 
believe we should employ the rifle ap- of my colleagues to go over each item in 
proach rather than the shotgun approach the bill, because the chairman has al
to many programs which could be em- ready covered this matter in great detail, 
ploy"ed profitably in Africa but have .no and each Member has a copy of our re
application in Western Europe and vice port, which details the amounts of 
versa. money recommended by our committee. 

It strikes me that we could do a • As the rank~ng minority ~ember o? 
better job in this way. For example t~e State, Justice, Commerce, the Ju?i
we could eliminate a great deal of c~ary, . and related agenci~s appropr~a
money which has been spent and is tion bill, I want to take. this opportunity 
being spent for expensive libraries and to con?ratulate the ?ha1rmen of the sub
information centers in France, England, committees, the senior Senator from ~r
Germany, and other countries of west- kansas CMr. MoCLELLAN] and the semor 
ern Europe. Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] for 

If this procedure were employed I am the excellent leadership they displayed 
confident the money we appropriate throughout the course of the hearings 
would be more than ample to accomplish and the markup of the bill. It was in
the objectives of the USIA. deed a great pleasure to be associated 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis- with them throughout our deliberations 
tinguished Senator. I do not think there on this appropriations bill. 
is any question that some 'Of the program I also commend most highly the work 
could be dispensed with in areas in where of the staff members without whom we 
there is no longer a great need, to say could not have compieted our work. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Maine, who has 
been most cooperative and helpful in the 
processing of the appropriation bill. 

I am happy to yield now to the Sena
tor from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I join 
my colleagues in the Senate in express
ing the commendation of the members 
of the subcommittee for the excellent 
service rendered by the Senator from 
Arkansas with reference to appropria
tions for the Department of State, the 
Judiciary, and the Department of Jus
tice. 

One item meets with special gratifica
tion insofar as the Senator from Ne
braska is concerned. That is the psy
chiatric hospital, construction of which 
is to commence this year. As a member 
of the Judiciary Committee's Subcom
mittee on National Penitentiaries, I have 
over the past few years seen overwhelm
ing evidence that a new psychiatric hos- · 
pital for Federal prisoners was a para
mount need of our prison system. Most 
of the Federal institutions which I have 
inspected do not have adequate facil
ities and personnel for the psychiatric 
treatment and care of mentally ill pris
oners. Yet these institutions, already 
overcrowded with commitments from the 
courts, are forced to retain more than 
1,000 mentally ill prisoners for whom 
proper facilities were lacking. 

The Federal system, as a matter of 
fact, has only one hospital for those 
prisoners who should receive specialized 
psychiatric and medical care. This in
stitution, the Medical Center for Fed
eral Prisoners, at Springfield, Mo., can 
accept less than 50 percent of the total 
number of prisoners who should be re
ceiving professional care. As a 30-year
old plant, it lacks many facilities and 
those which it does have cannot easily be 
adopted to a modern treatment program. 

Upon learning that new psychiatric 
facilities for Federal prisoners were par
ticularly required in the East, the State 
of North Carolina offered to donate a 
1,000-acre site for the proposed hospi
tal. The site, in the Raleigh-Durham 
area, proved to be ideal for the purpose. 
It is located near three outst~nding med
ical schools-Duke University, the Uni
versity of North Carolina, and Bowman
Gray-and other consultative services 
in the fields of law, social work, psy
chology, and education are also avail
able. 

This donation made possible a sub
stantial economy to the Government. 
The original estimate for the acquisi
tion of the site and architectural plan
ning amounted to $1,350,000. But be
cause of the donation of the site, this 
estimate was scaled down to $950,000. 
The current appropriation for the De
partments of State, Commerce, and Jus
tice, contains this item. 

The location of the hospital in North 
Carolina will bring human and economic 
gains for the State .. and it will also bene
fit the rest of the Nation. The hospital 
will engage in extensive research into 
abnormal behavior, a subject about which 
we know very little. This research can 
be undertaken at the same time that 
psychiatric treatment is being afforded 



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-·· SENATH 22003 
1he prisoner · patients. . The- .new psy
chiatric hospital, together with the com~ 
plex of universities in the area, will even;. 
tually. become-a major center for mental 
research and rehabilitation .. The tech
niques and knowledge to be developed 
there should have tremendous ·social im
plications for the welfare and safety of 
our citizens and their property. The 
Nation, in my opinion, owes a debt of 
gratitude to North Carolina and jts two 
distinguished Senators, SAM ERVIN and 
EVERETT JORDAN~ for their cooperation in 
helping to ·resolve a critical problem of 
our Federal prisons. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska. I 
wish to express my appreciation for his 
cooperation and assistance. 

The distinguished Senator . from 
Florida CMr. HOLLAND], chairman of the 
Commerce Department and Related 
Agencies Subcommittee, held hearings on 
those aspects of the bill. I would ap
preciate it very much if the Senator 
would give an explanation of the Com':' 
merce Department and Related Agencies 
appropriations. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Arkansas, my 
chairman, for yielding. I express to him 
my appreciation for his many courtesies 
as we have worked on the provisions of 
the pending bill. I am also deeply ap
preciative of the kind remarks made by 
the Senator from Maine CMrs. SMITH]. 

I shall not make a separate report on 
the agencies related to the Department 
of Commerce, ·which are covered in title 
V of the bill, along with certain agencies 
which are related to those parts of the 
bill and those departments upon which 
hearings were conducted by the Senator 
from Arkansas. I believe it is unneces
sary to make a special statement relative 
to that · part of the bill, title V, which 
came from the particular subcommittee 
of the subcommittee over which I 
presided. 

For title Ill, Department Qf Commerce, 
the committee recommends a total of 
$800,447,000 and, in addition, as proposed 
in the House bill, appropriations of 
$3,251,200,000 from the highway trust 
fund. Contained in the report will be 
found the items where the committee 
has recommended changes from the 
House bill. The principal changes would 
include $14,200,000, for a total of $64,-
200,000 for ship construction, Maritime 
Administration. This amendment would 
provide for a modification of the planned 
18-ship replacement program to have a 
more balanced program and better meet 
requirements in the trade routes and 
companies concerned. 

In eftect, this transfer of ship replace
ments is from the Atlantic shipping mer
chant fleet to the Pacific fleet, and pro
vides for the same number of ships, 
but for the construction of larger ships 
by way of replacements in the Pacific 
because they are required by the nature 
of the trade there. · ~ · 

The Weather ·Bureau increases in sal
aries and ·expense provide $1,826,Mo and 
include provision for specialized ' agricul
tural weather services in- severai areas. 
The international activities show an in-

crease of $1;800,000· over the House bill~ 
recommended -to make ·provision for 
trade missions and additional trade and 
industrial exhibits. The committee con
sidered . and recommends additional 
funds in the amount of about $1 million 
requested in the Business and Defense 
Services Administration and in the Cen
sus Bureau for programs relating to the 
19-nation long-term cotton textile ar
rangements. 

Another item handled under the De
partment of Commerce and certain re
lated agencies, the subcommittee of 
which I am chairman, that I am sure 
will be of interest to the Members of 
the Senate is committee recommenda~ 
tion of $300 million for the revolving 
fund, Small Business Administration. 
This amount as provided in the House 
bill is recommended without amend
ment. In accordance with the usual 
practice in committee reports relating 
to changes from the House bill, this mat
ter is not written up in the report, but 
appears in the summary tables at its 
conclusion and, of course, appears in 
the bill without change. 

By way of summary, title III appro
priation8 for the Department of Com
merce are recommended in the amount 
of $800,447,000, which represents an in
crease of $18,752,000 over the House bill. 
At the same time, the amount recom
mended is $31,158,936 less than the ap
propriations for fiscal 1962, and $35,-
652,000 less than the budget estimates. 

Mr. President, my distinguished col
league in the Senate, the ranking mi
nority member, the Senator from Maine 
. [Mrs. SMITH] proposed an amendment to 
the bill, known as section 304. It is 
fully described and set forth verbatim on 
page 21 of the committee report. I shall 
be glad to move for the adoption of the 
amendment, but I shall be glad, also, to 
yield to the Senator from Maine for any 
discussion of the amendment that she 
wishes to ofter at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendments have not been 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am requested to 
withhold my offer until the committee 
amendments are agreed to en bloc. 

I ask unanimous consent that they may 
be agreed to en bloc, without destroying 
the right of any Senator to raise a point 
of order, and at the same time taking 
action to make the bill in eftect an 
original bill, subject to amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I was about to pro
pose a unarumous-consent request with 
respect to the entire bill. Is the Senator 
from Florida asking only with respect 
to ·the Department of Commerce title? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I was asking only 
with respect to the Department of Com
merce title; but I shall be glad to yield 
to the chairman of the subcommittee "to 
make the same request for the entire bill . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com
mittee amendments be agreed to en bloc, 
with the exception · of the committee 
amendment on page 42, after line · 15, to 
insert a new section; that the bill as thus 
amended be regarded· for purposes of 
amendment as original text; :Provided, 
that no point. of order shall be considered 

to have been waived by reason of the 
agreement to this order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ls there 
objection? The. ·chair hea,rs no~e. and 
the committee amendments are agreed 
to en bloc. . . 

. The committee .amendments agreed to 
en bloc are as follows: 

On page 3, at the beginning of line 16, to 
strike out "$140,710,000" and insert "$141,-
910,000". . 

On page 4, after line 6, to insert: 
"OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 

ABROAD 

"For necessary expenses of maintenal)ce, 
operation, repair, and payment of leaseholds 
of properties acquired p"Qrsuant t.o the For
eign Service Buildings Act, 1926, as amended 
(22 U.S.C. 292-300), including personal serv
ices in the United States and abroad; sal
aries, expenses a.nd allowances of personneJ 
and dependents as authorized by the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946, as amended , (22 U.S.c. 
801-1158); and services as authorized by 
section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 ( 5 
U.S.C. 55a), $11,000,000, of which not less 
than $7,000,000 shall be used to purchase for
eign currencies or credits owed to or owned 
by the Treasury of the United States, to re
main available until expended: Provitj,ed, 
That not to exceed $1,323,000 may pe used 
for administrative expenses during the cur
rent fiscal year." 

On page 5, line · 6, after the word· "ex
pended", to strike out "$2,000,000" and in
sert "$2,205,000". 

On page 6, line 10, to strike out "$2,250,-
000" and insert "$2,290,000". 

On page 7, after line 4, to insert: 
"LOANS TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

"To enable the President to provide for a 
loan to the United Nations, as authorized 
by law, $100,000,000, to remain available un
til expended." 

On page 8, line 11, after the word "investi
gations", to strike out "$620,000" and in
sert "$670,000". 

On page 11, line 12, after the word "Con
gress", to strike out "$1,9·10,000" and insert 
"$2,082,000". 

On page 12, line 1, after the word "ex
ceed", to strike out "$1,000" and insert 
"$2,500"; at the beginning of line 6, to strike 
out "$40,000,000" and insert "$43,900,000"; 
in the same line, after the word "than'', to 
strike out "$9,515,000" and insert "$14,515,-
000", and in line 9, after the word "exceed", 
to · strike out "$1,732,000" and insert "$1,-
932,000". . .. 

On page 21, line 4, after the word "in
stitutions", to insert "and for planning, site 
acquisition, and commencing construction 
of a new psychiatric institution", and in line 
7, after the word '.'account", to strike out 
"$2,595,000" and insert "$3,545,000". · 

On page 23, line 7, after the word "exceed", 
to strike out "$1,500" and insert "$2,000", 
and in line 8, after the word "entertain
ment", to strike out "$3,700,000" and insert 
~'$3,900,000". 

On page _24, line 10, after "(75 Stat. ·53)", 
to strike out "$115,480,000" and insert "$115,-
050,000". . . . 

On page 24, line 21, after "(22 U.S.C. 401)", 
to strike out "$3,480,000" and insert "$3,-
735,000"; in line 22, after the word "exceed", 
to strike out "$1,237,000" and insert "$1,337,-

. 000", and on page 25, line 1, after the word 
"exceed", to strike out "$80,400" and insert 
"$120,400" . . 

On page 25, line. 9, after the word "posse$
sions", to ·strike out "$3.,400,000" and insert 
"$3,430,000". 

·on ·page 25, .line 14; after the word "Ad
mlnistratlon", to strlke out' "$4,600,000" and 
inser.t- "$4,940,000, of which not to exceed 
$20,600 may be transferred to the appropria
tion 'Salaries anµ expenses, General Admin
istration' for necessary legal support." 
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On page 25, line 21, after the word "cen
ters", to insert "trade missions"; on page 
26, line 8, after the word "exceed"; to strike 
out "$10,000" and insert "$20,000"; in line 
9, after the word "abroad", to strike out 
"$6,500,000" and insert "$8,300,000", and in 
the same line, after the amendment just 
above stated, to insert a colon and "Provided, 
That the provisions of section 105(f) and 
108(c) of the Mutual Educational and Cul
tural Exchange Act o.f 1961 (Public Law 87-
256) shall apply in carrying out the activities 
concerned with exhibits and missions." 

On page 26, line 25, after the word 
"abroad", to strike out "$3,350,000" and in
sert "$3,950,000". 

On page 27, line 9, to strike out "$12,250,-
000" and insert "$12,598,000" . 

On page 28, after line 6, to insert: 
"EIGHTEEN DECENNIAL CENSUS 

"The time limitation under this head in 
the General Government Matters, Depart
ment of Commerce, and Related Agencies 
Appropriation Act 1962 is changed from 
'December 31, 1962' to 'June 30, 1963'." 

On page 28, at the beginning of line 22, to 
strike out "$21 ,500,000" and insert "$22,-
750,000" . 

On page 29, line 13, a fter the word "ex
pended", to insert a colon and "Provided, 
That appropriations granted under this head
ing shall be available for completing pay
ments on the construction contract for the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey ship Surveyor." 

On page 30, line 12, after the word "ex
pended", to strike out "$50,000,000" and in
sert "$64,200,000". 

On page 31, line 1, after the word "Com
mission", to strike out "$225,000,000" and 
insert "$220,400,000". 

On page 31, at the beginning of line 14, 
to strike out "$3,550,000" and ·insert ''$5,-
500,000". 

On page 35, line 5, after the word "Pat
ents", to strike out "$25,860,000" and insert 
"$27 ,193,000". 

On page 36, line 10, after the word "or", 
to strike out "construction" and insert "re-
construction". . 

On page 36, line 22, after "(75 Stat. 670)", 
to insert "to remain available until ex
pended,". 

On page 38, at the beginning of line 6, to 
strike out "$4,000,000" and insert "$2,-
000,000". 

On page 39, line 7, after the word 1'law", 
to strike out "$1 ,000,000" and insert 
"$500,000". 

On page 40, line 16, after the word "law", 
t o strike out "$58,250,000" and insert 
"$60,076,000." 

On page 40, line 20, after the word 
"equipment", to insert "purchase of two air
craft;"; in line 23, after the word "equip
ment' ', to strike out "$10,000,000" and in
sert " $11 ,500,000" ; and on page 41, line 1, 
after "June 30, 1965" , to insert a colon and 
"Provided, That appropriations granted un
der this head, in the fiscal year 1962, shall 
be merged with this appropriation." 

On page 41, line 8, after the word "land", 
to strike out "$4,000,000" and insert "$4,650,-
000". 

On page 47, line 7, after "(74 Stat. 86)", 
to strike out "$4,500,000" and insert "•5,800,-
000", and in line 8, after the amendment 
just above stated, to insert a colon and 
"Provided, That $300,000 of the foregoing 
amount shall be available for the payment 
of obligations incurred under the appro
priation for similar purposes for the preced
ing fiscal year." 

On page 51, line 23, after "(5 U.S.C. 2131)'', 
to strike out "$2,100,000" and insert 
"$2,700,000". 

On page . 54, line 20, after the word "in
dividuals", to strike out "$2,900,000" and 
insert "$2,950,000". 

On page 56, line 9, after the word "ex
ceed", to strike out "$500" and insert "$2,500", 

On page 59, line 21, after "(75 Stat. 527) ", 
to strike out "$7,600,000" and insert· "$7,474,-

000"; in line 23, after the word "of", to 
strike out "$10,550" and insert "$15,550"; 
and on page 60, line 2, after the word 
"labor", to strike out "and trade". 

On page 61, line 2, after the word "other
Wise", to strike out "$10,750,000" and insert 
"*8, 750,000',. 

On page 61, line 15, after "(22 U .S.C.1442) ", 
to strike out "$1 ,500,000" and insert 
"$1,000,000". 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ad
vert to section 304, which I had men
tioned; and I yield again to the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Maine, 
the author of that amendment, which 
she may wish to discuss. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I wish to present an explanation of the 
language amendment which I proposed, 
and to which the chairman of the Sub
committee on Department of Commerce 
Appropriations has ref erred. 

The committee has approved the 
amendment for inclusion in the bill, as 
a part of section 304, page 42, line 17 
through line 23. The amendment would 
direct the Bureau of the Budget to in
clude special matter in the budget docu
ment identifying the specitic components 
of the total Federal meteorological ac
tivities. 

In the course of my service on various 
appropriations subcommittees, I have 
found that from time to time the re
quests for funds involve a multiplicity 
of agencies engaged in the same or simi

·lar activities. When this question of 
sameness-possible duplication, per
haps-is explored, the responses gen
erally indicate less than adequate fa
miliarity on the part of the witnesses 
present with apparently similar activi
ties of some other agency whose review 
is under another subcommittee's juris
diction. 

It seems to me that it would be helpful 
to insure that the totality of some of 
these dispersed activities should be pre
sented in some such fashion as to insure 
a better understanding and appreciation 
of the relationships, magnitudes, and 
financial requirements. 

I have noted that the budget docu
ment transmitted to the Congress in 
January each year carries a special an
alyses section. These special analyses 
include summarizations, among others, 
of Federal credit programs, Federal 
activities in public works and other 
construction, Federal research and de
velopment programs, Federal aid to State 
and local governments, and principal 
Federal statistical programs. It is pos
sible with respect to these summaries to 
obtain a rather clear delineation of the 
total Federal activity and the relativity 
as distributed by agency. It presents, in 
effect, a thumbnail analysis. 

I had occasion during the considera
tion of s. 901, relative to oceanography, 
to propose, and have approved by the 
Senate, an amendment which directed 
the Bureau of the Budget to submit with 
the budget document certain consoli
dated summary detail relating to the 
oceanographic activities. I am pleased 
to see that in the preparation of the 1963 
budget document the Bureau - of the 
Budget has seen fit to include in the Fed
eral research and development program 
analysis a special section giving valuable 
summary detail relating to obligations 

of Federal agencies for oceanographic 
research and surveys. I am no.t so vain 
as to assume that the inclusion of this 
matter is pursuant to my interest in this 
subject, but regardless of the reason, I 
would commend the Bureau of the Budg
et for the inclusion of this new matter, 
and trust that it will be a continuing 
feature. 

In my judgment, it would be helpful to 
have this section on oceanography im
proved by the inclusion of subsidiary 
data identifying within the major agen
cies, like Commerce, Interior, or others, 
the bureaus or offices assigned these 
responsibilities-Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
so forth. 

In the course of hearings in recent 
years, it has been a matter of continuing 
concern to the subcommittees having 
review . jurisdiction of Weather Bureau 
programs to be informed and knowledge
able with respect to the total meteorolog
ical effort. In the course of the hear
ings, the subcommittees were invariably 
told that the various efforts were coordi
nated, interagency committees were ef
fecting liaison, and that no duplication 
of effort existed. However, significant 
detail did not always appear to be read
ily available. It was particularly helpful 
to me to receive the results of a survey 
of Federal meteorological activities made 
by the . Bureau of tbe Budget in March 
1962, following the request for such data 
by the House Committee on Appropria
tions. This survey indicates that 15 
agencies are engaged in meteorological 
activities involving either operations or 
research and development. · 

The summary of the findings, which 
it might be well to insert in the RECORD, 
indicate the desirability of providing for 
special treatment in the budget docu
ment in such a way as to assist the con
gressional committees in their annual 
review' as well as to help the agencies in 
relating their own meteorological activi
ties with those being conducted else
where in the executive branch. Of 
course, it would also be useful to the 
Bureau of the Budget in their annual 
review of the meteorological programs 
of the various agencies. 

It is my sincere belief that this would 
assist members of the Appropriations 
Committee to more effectively fulfill 
their responsibilities and would provide 
within the executive branch a method 
of examining the meteorological pro
grams in their totality so that identical, 
similar, or overlapping functions can be 
detected and, in all probability, corrected 
by the executive branch. 

I will look forward to this special 
analyses material relating to meteorology 
and confidently expect that it will make 
possible reviews to secure meaningful in
formation relating to coordination of 
activities; the cooperation of partici
pants; the placing of responsibility for 
results; and the most effective use of 
total re~urces. It is my hope that this 
could result subsequently in the devel
opment of similar treatment for other 
Federal activities which might benefit 
from review and scrutiny that includes 
an understanding of the totality as well 
as familiarity with the components. 
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In · March 1962 the Bureau ·of the 

Budget, as a result of a request by the 
House Committee on Appropriations; 
submitted a "Survey of Federal Meteoro
logical Activities." I ' ask unanimous con
sent that the findings of this survey be 
printed at the close of my remarks with 
respect to my amendment. 

There being no objection, the :findings 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FINDINGS 

1. Fifteen agencies are engaged in signifi
cant meteorological activities involving either 
weather service operations, or research and 
development, to support their various mis
sions. 

Operations: Extensive weather services 
are operated by the Weather Bureau to meet 
basic national needs and by the Navy and the 
Air Force to meet specialized needs in sup
port of their respective missions. The Fed
eral Aviation Agency operates a communica
tions system for -the Weather Bureau and 
participates in weather observation and pilot 
briefing programs. The Coast Guard makes 
weather observations which are utilized by 
the weather services. 

Research and · development: Fourteen 
agencies support research and development 
programs in meteorology. While the Na
tional Science Foundation supports research 
to advance fundamental knowledge as a na
tional resource the remaining agencies con
duct research and development programs to 
resolve problems affecting or related to their 
respective primary missions. The ·meteoro
logical satellite programs of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration ac
count for most expenditures in this category. 
'rhe agencies supporting research and de
velopment programs are: Agriculture; 
AtOmic Energy Commission; Bureau of 
Standards and Weather Bureau of the De
partment of Conunerce; Advanced Research 
Projects Agency, Army, Navy, and Afr Force 
of the -Department of Defense; Federal Avia
tion Agencyi Health, Education, and Welfare; 
,Geological Survey and Bureau of Reclama
tion of the Department of the Interior; Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, and the National Science Foundation. 

2. The conduct of meteorological activities 
is fundamentally affected by the fact that 
meteorology deals with physical phenomena 
which are simultaneously global and local 
in nature. 

The needs of the general public, national 
defense, and such elements of the economy 
as aviation and agriculture cumulatively re
quire weather information on a broad scale. 
The data must be collected, analyzed, and 
distributed on a round-the-clock basis, 
around the globe, and irrespective of national 
boundaries. At the same time that knowl
edge of broad scale phenomena is needed, 
critical variations in weather occur at loca
tions often within a few miles of each other, 
thereby requiring local meteorological facil
ities and services. 

3. Collection and distribution of data re
quire extensive cooperative arrangements 
among Federal agencies. 

As much data as possible must be collected 
in the United States and abroad, and be fed 
into the process of analysis and distribu
tion. Consequently, foreign governments 
interchange information with the United 
States and with each other. Similarly, 
within this country it is necessary con
tinually to obtain, analyze and distribute 
weather information from and to a large 
number of locations involving both Federal 
and nongovernmental organizations. The 
total volume of data is immense, and con
siderations of economy call for the coopera
tive efforts of those agencies which possess 
t;he needed geogrAphic distripution of per
sonnel and facilities. For example, data 

tran-smission is mainly handled by agencies 
~lready performing communications !unc
tions . . Dissemination of specialized weather 
information to users commonly utilizes the 
most effective available communications' 
media and facilities. 

4. There is a need for a central agency to 
provide basic weather services common to 
the requirements of all agencies. 
. The Weather Bureau now .has the basic 
responsibility, recognized by all users, to 
provide those weather services which can 
best be furnished centrally. The extensive 
weather services of the military agencies 
stem from their requirements to ..augment 
the basic weather data, provided by the 
Weather Bureau, to meet specialized uses, 
particularly for strategic and tactical air 
and sea missions. 

5. A central meteorological service cannot 
feasibly perform all meteorological activities 
for all agencies. 

The internal meteorological requirements 
of some agencies are so highly specialized and 
enmeshed with their basic mission1> that they 
cannot be effectively met by a central 
agency. Concentration of responsibility for 
specialized meteorological activities in such 
agencies facilitates effective programing re
sponsive to agency needs. Finally, the value 
of some meteorological programs can often 
be more readily recognized when closely iden
tified with the mission which they support. 

6. While the central meteorological agency 
is not vested with legal responsibility for 
planning and coordinating. all aspects of me
teorology the cooperation between the agen
cies concerned. produces considerable cohe
siveness of effort. 

In essence, the present Federal weather 

result of historical development based on ad . 
hoc accommodations to needs and to scien
tific and technological advances. 

Existing organizational arrangements do 
not reflect any preconceived plan but, rather, 
represent pragmatic adjustments to meet 
changing needs. The national security ex
igencies of World War II and of the present 
cold war have been the major factors influ
encing the existi~g alinement .of organiza
tional responsibilities. 

8. Pressures now being exerted by scientific 
and technical advances within and upon the 
field of meteorology and the accelerating 
growth of expenditures will require strength
ening of existing arrangements for planning 
and coordinating meteorological programs. 
Man is now acquiring tools to grapple with 
th.e cosmic nature of meteorology. These 
tools provide greater capacity to collect, an
alyze, and disseminate knowledge. Often 
scientific and technical advances from out
side meteorology, as in space and aviation, 
are providing new tools for that field, but 
such advances also introduce new require
ments for meteorological support. While 
scientists agree that meteorology has been 
a neglected field of research they expect that 
future successes will come slowly after much 
work exploring a variety of approaches. To 
prevent wasteful proliferation of Federal 
meteorological programs, it is necessary to 
satisfy the various users of weather data 
that their interests are being met within 
the capability of the meteorological sciences 
and the limitations of available resources. 
Thus, it becomes even more essential to take 
all necessary measures to assure that mete
orological programs are soundly conceived 
and effectively coordinated. 

service program is the sum of plans and ef- DATA ON SCOPE OF FEDERAL METEOROLOGICAL 

forts by the major weather ·operations agen- ACTIVITIES 

cies which do achieve a considerable degree The quantitative data on funding, per-
of integration of efforts through interagency sonnel and facilities, contained in this re
mechanisms established for this purpose. port, were compiled from information fur
Such integration is encouraged by the in- nished by the agencies concerned. There 
herent nature of the problems and the tech- · was some variation among agencies in in
niques used to cope with them. terpretation of the scope of each activity 

As in all fields of science having broad ap- as well as differences in fl.seal accounting 
plication to many Federal programs., R. & D. and man-year interpolation of data. Thus, 
in meteorology is being pursued through a while the total figures for agencies are quite 
variety of approaches by a number of agen- representative, comparisons of specific pro
cies. The -Federal Council for Science and grams should be considered in the light of 
Technology, with the aid of its subcommittee these qualifications. 
on atmospheric sciences and outside ad- OVERALL EXPENDITURES 

visers, reviews the Federal R. ~ D. programs Budget funds for Federal agencies in fiscal 
and facilitates coordination. Cooperative ar- year 1963 include approximately $326 mil
rangements are worked out through this and lion for meteorology. Of this amount $217 
other interagency coordinating mechanisms. plus million are for operation of weather 

7. Except for the concept of a central serv- services and $108 plus million for research 
ice agency embodied in the statutes concern- and development. Included in total funds 
ing the Weather Bureau, the present organi- are approximately .$90 million for meteorolog
zation of meteorological activities is the ical satellites, both operational and R. & D. 

Total estimated budget funds, fiscal year 1962 and fiscal year 1963 
[In thousands] 

Operations 

Agency 

Resear c11 and 
development 

Total 

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
year 1962 year 1963 year 1962 year 1963 year 1962 year 1963 ____________________ , ____ , ____ ----------------

±Fo~~~t~~er-iy-co-Iliiiiissicii:i= ====================== ========== ========== 
Commerce: 

Bureau of Standards--------------------------- ---------- -- -------
Weather Bureau__ _____ _______ __ ________ ___ ____ $105, 850 $105, 890 

D epartment of Defense------- --------------------- (87, 690) (93, 540) 
Advanced Research Projects Agency _____ __ ___ _ ----------- ----------

~~i~~====================================== ~~: m ~: r& F ederal Aviation Agency __ -------------------- ---- 17, 460 17, 900 
Health, Education, and Welfare ______ _______ _____ _ ------ ---- ----------

$960 
4,440 

210 
9,000 

(19, 980) 
1,000 
7, 140 
3, 140 
8, 700 
3,940 
4, 080 

$1, 400 
4,660 

250 
11,500 

(26, 340) 
2,000 
9, 700 
3, 920 

10, 720 
1,560 
4, 760 

Interior: 

g~~~~~ ::~~aiion_-::: ==================== ========== ========== ~ m National Aeronautics and Space Administration ___ ---------- ------·---- 50, 800 45, 800 
National Science Foundation ______________________ - ----- --- - ---- -- ---- 5, 450 11, 750 
Treasury (Coast Guard)-------------------------- - 290 .290 ---- -- -- -- ----------

$960 $1, 400 
4,440 4,660 

210 250 
114,850 117, 390 

(107,670) (119,880) 
1,000 2,000 
8, 180 10, 740 

28, 380 29,4..'>() 
70, 110 77, 720 
21, 400 19, 460 

4,080 4, 760 

260 260 
440 410 

50,800 45,890 
5,450 11, 750 

290 290 

TotaL------ ----- -- ---.--------------·--------- 211, 290 217, 620 99, 560 108, 780 310, 850 326, 400 

NOTE.-Not all fiscal year 1962 funds are expended within the fiscal year. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Presid~nt, I 
thank the Senator from Maine. I shall 
be glad to move the adoption of the 
amendment, or to yield to the Senator 
from Maine to do so. 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. I shall be 
pleased to have the chairman move the 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
the adoption of the amendment, which 
is a committee amendment, but comes 
up separately because it is legislation, 
but such helpful legislation that the 
full committee felt it should be adopted. 
I hope the amendment will be accepted 
and approved by the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 
after line 16, it is proposed to insert a 
new section, as follows: 

SEC. 304. The Bureau of the Budget shal~ 
provide the Congress, in connection with the 
budget presentation for fiscal year 1964 and 
each succeeding year thereafter, a horizon
tal budget showing (a) the totality of the 
programs for meteorology, (b) the specific 
aspects of the program and funding assigned 
to each agency, and (c) the estimated goals 
and financial requirements. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 
sounds like an excellent amendment. I 
shall raise no opposition to it. My only 
reason for rising is to make certain that 
the adoption of the amendment will not 
foreclose my offering of a subsequent 
amendment to title 3, dealing with an 
amount to be appropriated. 

My parliamentary inquiry is, Will my 
right to amend the Maritime Adminis
tration section of title 3 be in any way 
adversely affected by the action taken 
on this amendment? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, cer
tainly that is not the intention of the 
author of the amendment or of the com
mittee. What we wish to do is to have 
positive, affirmative legislation requiring 
a showing of all the meteorological pro
grams of the Nation, because they do not 
all appear in one place. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I enthusiastically 
share that view. It seems to me that 
this amendment would not bar my 
amendment; but I wanted to make cer
tain. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In reply 
to the question of the Senator from Wis
consin, the acceptance of section 304 now 
would preclude further amendment to 
that section. 

· Mr. PROXMIRE. To section 304? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. To sec

tion 304 alone. 
· Mr. PROXMIRE. Would it affect the 

Maritime Administration section? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

a question of substance and not a par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I ask 
specifically if this question is in order: 
Would my amendment designated "10-
2-62-B,'' which is pending, be in order 
after the adoption of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Florida? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
amendment would not be affected, be
cause it appears on a different page of 
the bill. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment on page 42, after line 16, to insert 
a new section, section 304. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Presiding 

Officer. I want to make it very clear 
that the amendment was approved in 
committee at the same time the other 
committee amendments were approved. 
I wished to have the Senate clearly un
derstand that this is a legislative amend
ment and was so regarded by the offerer, 
the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH], 
and by the full committee; and that it 
was unanimously approved by the Com
mittee on Appropriations in such a way 
that we could have asked for a waiver 
of the rule. That is the only reason why 
I wanted the action on the amendment 
to be taken separately. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment which is at the desk and 
ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK . . On page 26, 
line 9, it is proposed to strike out "$8,-
300,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$8,300,000, of which $2,100,000 shall re
main available for trade and industrial 
exhibits until June 30, 1964." 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I have 
discussed the amendment with the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], the 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITHJ, and 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL]. 

The proposed amendment makes a 
single change in the appropriation for 
International Activities in the Depart
ment of Commerce. 

This might be termed a technical 
amendment, a.s it does not require any 
additional funds, but simply extends to 
the Commerce Department the same no
year funds authority · that has been 
granted to the U.S. Information Agency. 
The new language states that of the 
total amount appropriated, $2,100,000 
shall remain available for trade and in
dustrial exhibits until June 30, 1964." 

The $2,100,000 is already in the 
amount recommended by the Committee 
on Appropriations-this is not new 
money. The change is found in giving 
Commerce this _money as no-year funds. 

The most important international 
trade fairs are held in the fall of the 
year, many coming in August and Sep
tember. In order to participate in fall 
shows, the Department of Commerce 
must sign agreements for space, start 
construction, obtain services of designers 
and incur obligation for other related 
services at least 6 or 8 months prior to 
the opening of the exhibits. The exclu
sion of no-year availability of the funds 
appropriated in H.R. 12580 would make 
it virtually impossible to participate in 
fall fairs, since obligations would fall 
into 2 fiscal years. 

Recognizing this situation, the Con
gress has already provided no-year fund 
authority to USIA. In fact, last year I 
introduced, and the Senate passed S. 
1729, which provided like authority to 
the Commerce Department in mounting 
their own fairs. 

Inasmuch as H.R. 12580 provides funds 
for Commerce to mount its own trade 

fairs, it would seem appropriate to add 
language authorizing the use of this 
money as no-year funds. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
amendment does, of course, involve leg
islation; but the Senator from Florida 
felt it was a wise amendment, a com
monsense amendment. He has discussed 
it with the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN], the chairman of the 
subcommittee; with the Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. SMITHJ, the ranking minor
ity member of the subcommittee; and the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL
TONSTALL], the ranking Republican mem
ber of the full committee on Appropria
tions. Also, I understand that the 
chairman of the full Committee on Ap
propriations, th~ Senator from Arizona 
CMr. HAYDEN], has no objection to it. 

I hope the amendment will be adopted 
and for the reasons set forth by the 
Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE J . 
It is to the advantage of the Nation to 
have no time limit, well ahead of the 
time for the commitment of funds for 
trade fairs and the other purposes cov
ered by this relatively small amount, 
which is proper to be committed within 
2 years, rather than prior to July 1 of 
the coming year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HART in the chair) . The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from California. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish 

to address myself to three items in the 
appropriation bill. I am a new member 
of the committee, but it happens that we 
are concerned with a problem which is 
of the deepest interest to me. In order 
clearly to mark what I am seeking, I 
should like to speak about the U.S. 
Information Agency. In telling the 
world what we believe in and what we are 
doing, Uncle Sam, a great giant, has but 
a pipsqueak voice. 

- Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I do not wish to in

terupt the Senator from New York un
duly, but the chairman of the subcom
mittee which handles items in this field 
is not in the Chamber. 

I observe that he has returned, so I 
withdraw my remarks. 

Mr. JA VITS. I had the honor of hav
ing him come over to listen to me. I 
invite the chairman to return. 

This is a national fault to which I call 
attention namely, that Uncle Sam, the 
giant in production, the giant in military 
power, the giant in world influence, and 
the giant in almost all other spheres in 
which mankind operates, speaks to the 
world with a pipsqueak voice. The dif
ference in this respect between our coun
try and the Soviet Union is so marked as 
to be most alarming and dangerous. 

Mr. President, money is not always a 
gage of power; but when we realize 
that we are requiring the USIA to op
erate with a budget of only $120,500,000, 
and when it is estimated that the Soviet 
Union spends four times as much for 
the sole purpose of jamming the broad
casts of the Voice of America, as USIA 
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spends for the Voice of America, I be
lieve· we can begin to · obtain some con
cept of the order of magnitude. 

When we begin to appreciate that a 
nation such as the United ·Arab Republic 
does 'about as inuch in · terms of broaa
c~ting its position and its voice as 
does the United States of America, there 
begiris to be· reasori for alarm on bur 
part. 

Mr. President, this is not the fault of 
the committee. It has done its work 
very ably, ·and has brought an estimate 
of $125,500,000 down to $120,500,000. I 
am not complaining about the commit
tee; I am complaining about the Nation 
and about the President's leadership. 
What we are doing in the USIA is com
pletely inadequate to represent the posi
tion of the United States in the cold war. 
In the cold war, we are heavily depend
ent upon the information the USIA 
issues in the attempt to compete with 
the information and propaganda agency 
of the Russians. But our efforts in this 
connection are woefully inadequate, and 
the USIA is being outperformed in every 
division-in broadcasting, books, publi
cations, the exchange of people, the ex
change of professors, the exchange of 
students, the exchange of those who lec
ture in foreign places, and in the cultural 
program of artists-who, after all, con
stitute one·of the greatest show pieces of 
any nation. ·For example, let us con
sider the oversea performances given by 
the Bolshoi ·Ballet, as compared with 
efforts by the United States in any area 
of the dance-and in the field of music. 
. In all these fields we are being out
performed; our performance fails very 
greatly to come close to meeting the 

·competition which we must ·face; and 
· the result is that we are put at very 
great disadvantage all over the wodd. 

For example, in the extremely impor
tant field of radio broadcasting, the So
viet Union broadcasts 1,088 program 

.hours per week compared with 740 hours 
per week broadcast by our own Voice 
of America. In the field ·of books, the 
Soviet Union prints and distributes for 
use abroad approximately 140 million 
copies: Our own Government effort is 
something in the neighborhood of 10 
million. · 

I speak of this matter for two rea
sons. First, I believe that Americans 
are overly self-conscious about propa
ganda. We believe that our motives 
are so honorable, that our desires are 
so clear, and that our solicitude for the 
rest of mankind is so evident, that we 
cannot understand why we have to speak 
of these things, repeat our statements, 
and ·dress them up for worldwide con
sumption. But the experience of life 
shows that these thing about what we 
believe and do must be said and must 
be repeated ·and must be advocated and 
broadcast in order to be heard by peo
ple of other countries, let alone to get 
them to accept what we say, 

·Let any Senator-especially a new 
Senator~stimate the number of people 
in his own State who know him. Just 
.before I was first elected to the House of 
.Representatives, a poll was taken in my 
_congressional district; and it was found 
that only 19 percent of the people in the 

'\ 

district knew the name of the gentleman bility in this case. I do not criticize him 
who had represented that district· in the for what has been done; The size of 
House of Representatives for four or five the present program is largely the result 
terms before I took over. In short, in of the background in which this work 
that district most of the people did not has been · conducted ·ever since World 
know the nanie of the man · who had War II. 
represented the district in the House of But now the time has come for us to 
Representatives for 8 or 10 years; most put our feet on a new· high. plateau; in 
of the people in the district thought order to meet our responsibilities in this 
someone else was holding that office. field fully. We are not doing that now; 

I served in the House for 4 ·terms. I and, as a result, we are being seriously 
received a great deal of public notice, and hurt in the cold war. 
was the first Republican to be elected to Therefore, Mr. President: I urge-be
Congress from that district, which was cause this is the time and this is the 
overwhelmingly Democratic-in the pro- place for us to act, now that· we are 
portion of two to one- which fact, alone, dealing with the appropriation bill for 
should have called my name to the at..; this agency-that the President and the 
tention of the people there. Nevert:tie- USIA get together and decide what the 
less, I found that only one-third of the U.S. Information Agency needs, and then 
people in the district knew · my name. propose that to Congress. Congress may 
So we must be aware that stories do not not agree; but certainly it is the duty 
tell themselves. The best evidence of of the Agency to propose to Congress an 
that is the hundreds of millions of dol- Information Agency program which will 
lars, perhaps billions, which are spent really be commensurate with the respon
on advertising in . the United States. sibilities carried by our country in the 
This sum is spent to advertise the best world. In relation to all of our efforts 
products in terms of value . and service, in the cold war, we are most deficient 
and probably the cheapest in price, that ~nd backward and inadequate in this 
many people have had an opportunity to particular one, because apparently no 
purchase. Nevertheless, these products one has had the gumption to face the 
must be advertised if they are to be sold. realities, in terms of the neces8ary cost. 

Mr. President, we have received testi- I think we can afford to pay the cost. 
.mony to this etfect from David Sarnoff, If we can afford to pay $50 billion for 
president of ~CA. He is one of the most arms, i~ we can afford a budget of close 
brilliant strategists for . ·freedom our' to $100 billion, and if we can afford the 
country pas; and he !).as estimated that · many public works in .which we engage, 
in order to do a ·reasonably good job in then certainly we can afford to pay the 
the information field, it is necessary to necessary cost in order to build up our 
spend approximately 2 percent of the strength to the extent required to en
natio:q.al budget--which · in our case able us to win our cold-war struggle 
comes to about $2 billion. However, our against communism, which is attempting 
total actual expenditure. in this field is to take over the world. Certainly we 
.only . approximately $200 million, or can afford to spend what must· be spent 
about 10 percent of the amount we should if Uncle Sam is to have a · voice com-
spend in this effort. mensurate with the size of his effort. 

We have an enormous private enter- I hope this plea is heeded; and if I 
prise system; and I would be entirely in am returned to Congress, I shall con
favor of making use of that system, sider it a great honor to continue to 
through its broadcasting media, its ad- fight for the program. · 
vertising media, and all its other I should like to state my credentials 
branches, in c.onnection with the U.S. on this score: I came to the Senate for 
Information Agency program. That the first time in 1957, but I am no novice 
would be fine, and it would save the in the field of legislation. I served for 

.public a great deal of money. However, 8 years in the House of Representatives, 
that is not being done, and it is clear that and I previously served as a high of
our country suffers because it does not ficial of my State; so I do not claim 
.have a really big, affirmative voice in the amateur standing. My first ordeal of 
world. Its voice in the world is far from battle was when I was new to the Sen
being commensurate with our investment ate. I fought singlehandedly against 
·of $50 billion in defensive arins, and it the drastic cuts then proposed in the 
.is far from commensurate · with the $4 program of the USIA. Those cuts were 
billion to $5 billion which we spend in proposed because the majority leader at 
·foreign aid. Our entire information pro- that time, now the Vice President of the 
gram involves only approximately $200 United States, Mr. JOHNSON, was not 
million, and we do not supplement it by satisfied with the way a man named 
using the private sector. In short, we Larson was operating that Agency. · The 
are far from doing the job we should be result was that the funds for the USIA 
~oing in this field. were drastically reduced. 

However, at the same time we regret It was cut, if memory ·serves me, about 
.that people all over the world _believe all 25 percent, or $30 million out of a total 
kinds of lies about us, and we regret that budget of $115 million or thereabouts. 
our image in other countries is not what In my opinion, that · agency has not 
it should be. Mr. President; we should recovered to this day from the dismem
blame ourselves for that. We are not berment of its staff which it suffered at 
spending what must be spent in order "that time. · - · · 
to correct this situation. · I fought that cut singlehanded but I 
. I cannot make the estimates for the was steamrol~er.ed. I knew· then , that I 
'Bureau of the Budget; but I think the .was right; arid I am even mpre conv.inced 
President has a clear duty and resp0nsi- now that I was right. 
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I say to those who are quick to speak 
about our imperfections and shortcom
ings in the international field and who 
say that we are lagging and falling short, 
that we are not putting up what it takes, 
and that we cannot run a triple effort 
to win the cold war-that triple effort 
being composed of military, economic, 
and propaganda effort-by absolutely 
starving our information agency and get
ting into a situation where it is now 
accepted as a fact that that is the way 
it is going to be; that there is no use 
talking about it; and that the adminis
tration has not the nerve to ask for what 
it takes to make the effort. 

There has been much criticism of 
many aspects of the program. For ex
ample, the informational media guaran
tee program, which I happen to think is 
good, is in real disfavor with the com
mittee. I can understand its imperfec
tions. I understand that the agency is 
going to do its best to correct these faults. 
But, Mr. President, this is a minuscule 
aspect of the problem. It is myopia, it 
is missing the forest for the trees, wheth
er anything is done or not about the 
difi'erence of $500,000 with respect to the 
informational media guarantee pro
gram. I think a good case has been made 
for it. The paint is that the whole per
spective on education and information 
is completely inconsistent with the pow
er, ambition, majesty, and impact of the 
United States; and we are paying for it. 
We are paying for it in the international 
field in terms of the validity and im
pact of all the programs we have, and 
in terms of the fact that the Russians 
are putting their story across far more 
advantageously than are we. So are 
other nations. I have already named 
one, the United Arab Republics. We are 
being hurt and prejudiced every day 
in that regard. 

I am reminded of a business story in 
this regard. When I was a practicing 
lawyer I attended a meeting of bankers. 
The bankers were asked for a loan by 
my client. My client had asked for a 
loan of $7% million. The bankers said, 
"No; we are not going to lend you $7 % 
million, because it is not enough to do 
the job that needs to be done. We will 
lend you either $10 million, which is 
what it will take to do the job, or noth
ing, It is either a good proposition, and 
we ought to give you what it will take to 
do the job without your being pinched 
or strapped, or it is not a good proposi
tion and we will lend you nothing." 

That is the situation with respect to 
the USIA. It is not enough to have a 
relatively weak prog1·am-and that is 
what it is. Either we should have a pro
gram which measures up to America's 
responsibility or we should not have any. 
This program does not measure up to 
America's responsibilities, because our 
fundamental planners, those responsible 
for the cold war struggle, have not seen 
the picture in the .perspective in which 
it needs to be seen, and have not asked 
for the funds and effort that are re
quired for the national security. 

I say that affirmatively and in a con
siderate way. I realize that many Mem
bers of the Senate may think I am ad
dressing myself only to some fine idea 

of mine, something that is not going to 
happen. I do not agree. I think it is my 
duty. even if I am the only Senator 
speaking on it, and whether I am listened 
to or not, to press this point. Many 
voices of that character have later 
proved to be right. 

I close by addressing this urgent plea 
to the President of the United States, the 
National Security Council, and the Cab
inet: Have the courage to bring to the 
Congress a program for education and 
information-! or propaganda, if you 
will-which is commensurate with the 
structure of the programs of the United 
States in the cold war. 

Do not let Uncle Sam have a pipsqueak 
voice-which is precisely what we are 
providing for. . Give us a substantial 
program, and one which is deserving, 
to make sure that we shall be success
ful in the grim struggle in which we 
are engaged with communism through
out the world. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], who is in 
charge of the Department ·of Commerce 
appropriation part of the bill, questions 
about two sections of the bill. The first 
is with respect to the Small Business 
Administration. Early this year the ad
ministration proposed that the ceiling 
which is now required on appropriations 
to the Small Business Administration be 
eliminated so that it would be possible 
for the SBA to g-0 to the Appropriations 
Committee and ask for whatever funds 
the Administration wished. 

I want to ask the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida a question in connec
tion with the request of the Adminis
tration. I oppose the request of the 
Administration and I want to make a 
record in opposition to such requests. I 
ask the Senator from Florida, . if the 
increase from $227 million to $305 mil
lion, or $78 million, is not the largest 
increase in appropriations which the 
Congress has ever made for the Small 
Business Administration. · 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, all I 
can say is that the appropriation rec
ommended this year is the largest that 
has been recommended in any year 
since I have handled the appropriation 
with respect to the Small Business Ad
ministration. As to whether this in
crease is the largest of any one year, I 
am unable to say without some research. 

I can say to the distinguished Senator 
. that there is a quite simple explanation 
for a part of the increase. The Senator 
will remember that shortly after the 
storm of last spring, when a great load 
<>f disaster loans was being handled by 
the Small Business Administration, its 
funds for normal operations were 
exhausted. 

While we included in the second 
supplemental appropriation bill of 1962 
a very substantial sum for the Small 
Business Administration, the passage of 
that bill was so delayed that it did not 
pass until well into fiscal year 1963. 
At the time it did pass, it was necessary, 
in order to pass it, to cut large amounts 
that had been allowed in the earlier bills, 
both by the House and the Senate. So 
a large backlog of' approved applications 

was carried over from fiscal 1962 into 
fiscal 1963. 

I am sure the distinguished Senator 
is entirely familiar with that situation, 
because, as I understand, he is chairman 
of the subcommittee that handles legis
lative matters for the Small Business 
Administration. 

Am I correct in that understanding? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is 

correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. So I am sure the 

Senator is familiar with the dilemma 
with which the Small Business Adminis
tration was confronted. 

That is the most complete explana
tion I could give for the increase in the 
appropriations. There might be added 
to that statement the fact that several 
new functions have been entru8ted to 
the Small Business Administration in 
the last 2 or 3 years. I am sure the 
distinguished Senator knows about 
them, because, as I say, he handles the 
legislation for that agency. Those new 
functions are resulting in a greater 
volume of work. 

The budget has been carefully han
dled. I . am sure it was carefully heard 
and considered by the Senate commit
tee. It had been handled with equal 
care by the committee of the House, 
which has not been noted· for its prof
ligacy, and . which allowed the full 
"Rmount that was allowed by the Senate. 
I believe that was $300 million. The 
same amount was allowed by the two 
Houses. 

I am completely in sympathy with the 
Senator's attitude that we should pro
ceed with caution in enlarging an ac
tivity, no matter how beneficent we be
lieve it is. Hearings were carefully held. 

The amount contained in the bill has 
been completely justified, particularly in 
view of the large backlog of approved 
applications carried over from fiscal year 
1962 into fiscal year 1963. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena
tor. In the first place, there is recom
mended an increase of $6.7 million in 
administration, which is a perfectly 
enormous proportionate increase. 

As I read the justifications, I can see 
that there has been some justification 
for the increase, but it is a perfectly 
enormous increase, and the same is true 
of the amount to be made available for 
·regular business loans. 

On the basis of having looked at other 
appropriations and authorizations, it 
seems to me that this represents prob
ably the fastest growing civ111an agency 
of our Federal Government in propor
tion. There are some bigger agencies 
which might have had a somewhat larger 
absolute increase, but in terms of pro
portions this is one of the fastest grow
ing agencies, and perhaps the fastest 
growing agency of the Federal Govern
ment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sure the Sen
ator is substantially correct. I remind 
the Senator that while this is a civilian 
agency, handling loans to civilian enter
prisers, many. of those people are ren
dering contractual or other services to 
the defense branches of our govern
mental activities. 
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The Senator knows, of course, that 
under legislation passed about 3 years 
ago, there was a provision for field serv
ice officers of this agency to give advice· 
and help to small business firms so that· 
they could bid to better advantage on 
defense contracts. 

One of the activities-and I am sure 
the Senator from Wisconsin has been 
entirely sympathetic with that activity
has been to provide, through this agency, 
greater opportunity to small business·to 
participate in defense contracts and sim_. 
ilar contracts, such as those under NASA 
and the like. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wholeheartedly 
approve of that, but we must recognize, 
in all fairness, that much of ·the person-· 
nel for that particular program comes 
under the Defense Department. That 
personnel is included in the appropria
tions for the Defense Department. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The field service 
officers are not. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Thatistrue. There. 
are some personnel in that field. That 
is one of the finest parts of the program. 
It is economical and accounts for a very 
small proportion of the total cost. 

I should like to ask the Senator a 
series of very brief questions. 

I ask if it is not true that in each 
case the Appropriations Committee can
not possibly look into the policy ques- . 
tions, and must rely on the authoriza
tion committee to look into the policy 
questions, to make its decision, and to 
limit the authorization based on what 
ever legislative policy decision is made? 

I point out first to the Senator that 
since the beginning of the Small Busi
ness Administration there have been 
made some 25,000 loans, though there 
are a total of 4% million of small busi
ness firms. Therefore, only one-half of 
1 percent of the total of small businesses 
have received any advantage from the 
SBA by borrowing money. 

With that in mind I ask the Senator 
if this kind of question can be decided 
by the Appropriations Committee, so as 
to limit the appropriations, or whether it 
fs not properly a decision to be niade by 
the authorization committee? 

First, there is the question as to 
whether the Small Business Administra
tion should continue to lend half of its 
total funds ·in large loans to a relatively 
small number of firms. More than half 
of the dollar volume of loans dispensed 
by the Small Business Administration 
has been in loans of more than $100,000. 
These loans have gone to only 10 percent 
of the firms receiving loans from the 
Small Business Administration. 

Is this not a decision to be made by 
an authorization committee? Is it not 
proper that such a committee should 
make that kind of decision at regular 
intervals, and limit the au~horization 
based on the decision which is made? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I would certainly re
ply in the affirmative. The Appropria
tions Committee must rely upon legisla
tion and recommendations coming _from 
the legislative committee, of which the 
Senator from Wisconsin is a member. 

My belief . is that we have followed 
with accuracy and completeness the leg
islation approved, after clearance in the 
legislative committee. 

·As to the number of borrowers and the 
fact that they are a small proportion of. 
the tOtal niimber of firms of the Nation, 
I think th.at fac't ·re:tlects ·a soun·d situa;..: 
tion, becau8e the Small'Business Admin:..
istration makes loans which cannot be 
procured in the ordinary channels of 
trade and commerce from banking fa
cilities; and brings relief and help fo busi-· 
nesses which need such· help, yet which 
give promise of soundness and ultimate 
permanency and solvency. · · 
· I think the fact that a relatively small 

percentage of the total number of busi
nesses in the Nation have procured loans 
is rather eloquent testimony to the fact 
that in general our Nation has been in 
sound condition and that only a small 
percentage of the businesses have had to 
turn to the Small Business Administra
tion, for which I am grateful. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 
many small businessmen feel that a 
small business loan is somehow connect
ed with an awareness of influence with 
a Member of Congress and that Mem
bers of Congress are able to obtain the 
money for them? UndoubtedIY a very 
large proportion of the 25,000 loans made 
over the past several years have been 
made based on at least some congres-
sional interest having been shown. 

I am not saying that this is necessar
ily wrong, but I am saying that the. 
money does not necessarily go to the 25,-
000 firms which most urgently and des
perately need it on the basis of merit.
Instead. it is provided on the basis of 
which firms have lawyers or know Rep
resentatives in Congress or Senators, or 
perhaps both, and therefore are in a 
position to bring pressure for getting 
Government money under the circum
stances. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor
rect in his implication that many of the 
borrowers-in fact, most of them-go to 
their Representatives in Congress or 
Senators or both. I think it would be 
unfair for the record to be left in such· 
a position as to indicate that that was 
all that was necessary. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course not. 
Mr. HOLLAND. My own experience in 

connection with potential borrowers in 
my own State has been that the SmalI
Business Administration by no means 
grants all the loans for which applicants 
have cleared either. through my office or 
the office of my colleague in the Senate, 
or both, or who have cleared through the 
offices of some of the Representatives in 
Congress from Florida. I think the Ad
ministration handles the cases pretty 
soundly, on their merits. · 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree. The diffi
culty is that large numbers of loans are 
going .. to businesses like motels, bowling 
alleys, additions to doctors' offices, and 
so on. There is no limit. The result is a 
scattershot effect for a few people who 
want to· work through their Senators or 
Representatives in Congress to get the 
money. The really beneficial effect for 
needy small businesses is very small, 

Furthermore, no attention is paid to 
the fact that in many areas of the ·coun
try the banks are fully capable of doing 
an adequate job. of financing, and are 
willing to do it. 

' It seems to me that by ·confining . the 
areas in which the Small Business Ad.: 
ministration should make· its funds avail.: 
able somewhat, by limiting them, by pro.: 
vidfug some guidellries with regard to 
Government capital at low interest rates, 
so that it would be made available in a 
more limited way, we could provide ~ 
service for small business. ·Otherwise, it 
seems to me, a very good argument could 
be made that this agency, which has 
helped · only a very small proportion of 
small businesses, with no real relation to 
national growth or anything else, might 
as well be wound up, so far as loans are 
concerned, and might concentrate on 
procurement, business counseling, and 
other fields. 

Mr. HOLLAND. · Mr. President, the 
Senator's opinion on such questions is 
vastly better than my own, because his 
attention is addressed to the legislativ·e 
side of this activity. We shall certainly 
be bound by any legislation which he 
recommends, which is passed by the Con
gress and signed by the President. ·I am 
here now simply to answer quest1ons, if 
I can, about the appropriations. 

The budget request has been rea
sonably well handled. The fact that it 
has been approved in the form requested 
by both Houses, after very long hearings," 
would indicate it is a pretty soundly 
based request. The fact that tl~ere was 
a heavy holdover from fiscal year 1962 
business accounts in the main for the 
increase in size of the appropriation 
and of the budget request. · 

I am thoroughly in sympathy with · 
the Senator's feeling that the problems 
he mentioned should be studied and re
studied. From time to time the studies· 
should be brought up to date by ·the 
committee of which he is an able mem
ber and the Senate committee of which 
he is the able chairman. But as to 
whether or not those laws should be 
changed, is a question that is much 
more within his knowledge and much 
more certainly within his jurisdiction 
than it is within the knowledge and 
jurisdiction of the Senator from Florida: 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The.point the Sen
ator from Wisconsin makes is that it 
would be a great tragedy if we should 
forego the authorization process. This 
year the committee decided, over my 
strenuous objection, to forego it to the 
extent of authorizing every other year. 
In other words, we will authorize for a 
2-year period instead of every year. If 
we go further thai:i that, I believe it 
would be a serious mistake. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I agree with the Sen
ator. I am opposed to open-ended au
thorizations for money. The legislative 
committees have a responsibility to au
thorize from time to time, and over such 
periods as they think best, and to rec
ommend · proposed legislation in that 
field. I do not believe in open-ended, 
longtime authorizations for this or any 
other agency. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. President, I call up my amendment 
"10-2-62-B " and ask that it be stated. 

The PREsiDING OFFICER:· The 
amendment of the Senator from Wis
consin will be stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK; On page. 30, 
line 1"2, it is proposed to strike out 
"$64,200,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$50,000,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.· The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment uf the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I have had some 

conversations with the Senator from 
Wisconsin, the chairman of the subcom
mittee, the minority leader, and other 
Senators. I ask unanimous consent at 
this time that there be· a limitation of 1 
hour on the amendment now pending, 30 
minutes to be allocated to the Senator 
from Wisconsin CMr. PROXMIRE] and 30 
minutes to the chairman of the sub..; 
committee, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN]. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none. 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is my under
standing that at the conclusion of the 
period - authorized by th~ unanimous
consent agreement there will be a yea
and-nay vote on the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I thank the Sen
ator. I will do my very best to conclude 
in less than a half hom.·. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. ¥r. President, 
since the amendment of the Senator 
from Wisconsin deals with a line item, 
perhaps the Senator from Florida should 
have control of the time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, either 
way would be acceptable to me. 

Mr. McCLELLAN; I suggest that the 
Senator from Florida be given control of 
the time. I may have to go to a con
ference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the time will be 
under the control of the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND]. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
amendment would reduce the appropria- . 
tion for Maritime Administration ship 
construction from $64,200,000 to ·$50 
million. Fifty million dollars was the 
amount contained in the first budget 
estimate. The House recommended $50 
million. However, since that time the 
administration has submitted a request, 
which the Senate committee · has ap
proved, for an additional $14,200,000, not 
to build more ships, but to provide an· 
opportunity to buiid on the west coast 
some of the ships authorized and to 
build ships that will be somewhat larger, 
apparently, although I must say that the 
justification seems tp be very limited 
indeed. I read from · the justifica.tion: 

1. Construction-di1ferential subsidy costs: 
The original 1963 program as presented in 
the budget Justification was tentative . and 
was based on building four ships· for Grace 
Line; seven ships f.or Lykes · Bros. Steam.;' 
ship Co.; and seven ships for U.S. Lines. 
The revised program result.s from ideri.ti-
fication of specific ships to be replaced.. 
Lykes Bros. proposes · now to build four 20- · 
knot ships for trade route 22, gulf to Far 
East, in lieu of seven 18-knot ships for trade 
route 15, gulf to south and east Africa. u.s. · 
Lines originally proposed to construct seven 

ahlpa for- trade route 5; North Atlatttic' to 
United Kingdom and Ireland; however. they 
have now mOdlfle<l their -program - to. five 
ahips for trade, route 16, _North Atlantic to 
.A.ustralasla service. _ A review of the trend 
of commerce on the . trade- routes "served by 
these ·companies indicates 'that the interest 
of the company and the Government will be 
better served at this time by construction 
of the ships in the nvlsed program. 

The downward revision in the number of. 
ship replacements for Lykes and U.S. Lines 
permits us to provide, within the 18-ship 
progra.m total, for the replacement of 2 
ships for American Mail Lines and 3 ships 
for American President Lines. 

The justification admits that the in
crease in the requirement results first, 
from more expensive-type ships being 
built than the original program pro
posed and, second, it would increase the 
number of contracts from three to five, 
with a lesser number of units per con
tract, thus increasing the unit cost per 
ship. The justification continues: 

Both of these companies are west coast 
operators and the possibilities are that their 
ships will be successfully bid by west coast 
shipyards. Accordingly, the modified pro
gram. is better balanced in that it will re
sult in five construction contracts in lieu 
of three, making possible a better geograph
ical distribution of the contracts. 

Mr. President, this is an element of 
Government subsidy which I think is 
highly questionable. · 

Recently a very excellent book was· 
written on the economic value of the 
U.S. merchant marine by Ferguson, 
Lerner, McGee, Oi, Rapping and So
botka. It is interesting because this 
particular book was written on the basis 
of a subsidy from a committee of Amer
ican steamship lines. The results that 
the book shows in terms of the economic 
value of the merchant marine are very 
revealing. I read from a book review: 

The quality of its · research is high in
deed; it is a fine example of fruitful, so
ca1led team research; and it demonstrates 
that a study, requested and financed by 
people who no doubt hoped for findings fa
vorable to their interests, can and will be 
published despite conclusions damaging to 
their . position. Both the Transporation 
Center at Northwestern University and the 
Committee of American Steamship Lines 
(the financiers) deserve congratulations 
upon the publication of this book. 

For many years, some advocates of a sub
sidized merchant marine for the United 
States have claimed that, aside from its 
value as the "iourth arm" of national de
fense, the subsidized merchant fieet makes 
a significant economic contribution to. 
Americans. They have no doubt been an
noyed by the summary dismissal of this 
contention by those who merely point to 
the necessity for payment of a subsidy as 
f!Ufficient proof that the industry makes no 
economic contribution within the generally 
accepted meaning of that term. 

Ferguson and his associates certainly can
not justifiably be accused of_ undue brevity 
or superficia.l analysis in their assessment· 
Qf the economic value of the American-flag 
merchant marine, even though· they ' confine 
their study primarily to the subsidized ocean · 
liner industry and exclude the military value 
of the merchant marine from their defini
tion of economic value. 

This analysis also summarizes one of 
~he con~lusions_ c,>f. the authors, which is. 
~ fo}lows: 

Thus, briefly, there appears ~be little net 
economic contribution to the United States 

by the subsiujzecMiner ftrms·or' deriving ft_om 
'f;he subsidJ program. ~e operatie~ of the 
r.eserve fleet in mitigating .shipping crisis i~ 
the only major exception to these gloomy 
conclusio_ns. Their validity is.. of course; 
su)Jject to any imperfections in the ~na~ysis, 
to inadequacies of the data, and particular-
ly to the choice of cr~teria. . 

For a program costing the Federal Govern
ment about $120 million annually for oper
ating-differential subsidies and a total (over 
~everal years) of $1.5 billion to $2 billion for 
the replacement of vessels, these are cer· 
tainly "gloomy" conclusions. 

That would not be affected in any way 
whatsoever by the amendment -of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. · 
. Mr. President, the study to which I 
have referred was paid for by the ship
ping interests themselves. It confirms 
the position which many of us have 
taken for some time that the subsidy is 
unsound and does not contribute eco
nomically to the United States. As -I will 
indicate, I think this is a poor way to pro 
vide for effective national defense. · 

I quote from the sunimaiy: 
: The construction subsidy ls paid not to the 
liner operator but to the shipbuilder to cover 
not more than 55 percent of the cost of an
approved vessel. 

The Government takes old vessels in trade 
and holds them out of service in the reserve 
fleet. The Government also guarantees ap
proved mortgages and provides extensive tax 
i:elief on funds specifically earmarked for fu-
ture ship construction. . 

In recent years the direct costs of the 
operating subsidy have been in the neighbor
hood of $120 million annually. If the con
struction program to replace the present 
war-buUt fl.eet is carried out as planned, the 
total subsidy cost to the Government of that 
part of the program wlll approximate $1.5 
to $2 billion (at present prices) over the 
<:}.ecade of the 1960's. 

The significance of the findings is em
phasized as follows: 

There is· at present a requirement that the 
American-fl.ag operators use ships built in the 
United States. Assuming that there is a 
military justification for an operating fleet, 
it does not necessarily follow that there is a 
fl_imilar need for a mobilization base in ship
building or, if there is, that is best served 
through the present construction subsidy. 
Until the beginning of the replacement pro
gram, only a small fraction of postwar ship
building was for the account of the sub
sidized operators (table 11-7). The con
struction subsidy over the next several years 
will require a major portion of the total sub
sidy budget; perhaps if it were spent on naval 
vessels or other weapons, the nearly $2 billion 
~ould have more military value. 

I agree with that. I emphasize again 
that only a small fraction of the ship
building was for the account of the sub
sidized operators, and none of· this sub
sidy is necessary to help the shipbuilding· 
industry. That is based on the con
clusion of able scholars, who are sub
sidized by the maritime interests them
selves. 
· They go on to state: · 
· Stretching the replacement program out 

over a longer period of years would reduce 
the financial burden on the liner companies 
and diminish SOJllewhat the fluctuations in 
t.he demand for commercial shipbuilding, 
which together might be of some · benefit to 
the shipbuilding industry. Further, by ex
t~nding the economic life of the &et, such 
extensions would reduce American costs 
(social as well as private). 
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Any of these- ,measures would reduce the · "the industry- is now beginning a major 

economics cost of the subsidy program. Fur- new investment program which would · 
ther, 1f they should be politically feasible, · not need to be undertaken if a policy. 
the first three probably would not redu~ the · of curtall.lhg the :fleet were introduced." 
size or quality of the merchant :fleet. I ask unanimous consent that a table 

Furthermore. this very extensive study_. which ·shows the Government funds, the 
by five able scholars:..-?nce again I st~te internally generated funds, the funds 
that they were subs1d1zed by the ship- available for construction and the gap 
building interests themselv~s-f ound which wm have to be filled by the sub
that the fleet. is .now uneconomically big. l'h" for the years 1959-69 be included 
We are now bemg asked to spend $64,- . s UJ 

200,000 or $14 million above the $50 .mil- i~ the REC?RD at th~ point. 
lion that the administration originally· . There bemg n0; obJec~ion, the table was 
requested, to make it even bigger. . ordered to be prmted m the RECORD, as 

These five scholars go on to state that follows: 

TABLE III-22.-Summary: Conservative assumptions, 1959-69 
[In millions of dollnrs] 

Total 195911960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 
1959-69 

Requirements_------------ ___ -- _ 3,138 154 4'33 363 3U 5()6 I 2'n 259' 143 . 198 121 200 
Government funds: 

1,560 77 216 182 187 253 HS 130 72 99 00 145 Construction subsidy ________ 
Trade-in allowances _________ 246 14 21 33 34 46 27. 19 13 18 11 10 
Operating subsidy ___________ 1, 591 128 131 134 138 141 H4 148 151 155 159 162 

Internally generated funds: 
Income after taxes Oess ~r- . ' ating-differential su dy 

(1, 167) (51) (64) (73) (85) (97} (107) (119) . (127) (137) (147) (160) and debt retirement) ______ 
39 ' 48 . 53 . 59 67 72 77 79 82 84 90 Depreciation _______________ 750 

(18} (18) (18) (18) (18} Dividends ________ - --- ------- (198) (18) (18) (18) (18) 18 (18) 
Funds available. for con-

334 311 315 392 266 237 170 199 149 229 st.ruction _______ - -- -- - - - - --- 2, 791 189 

'l'~~g~~~~~~~~:s __ ~~~- (347) 35 (99) (52) I (59) (114.) (31) (22) 27 1 28 (61) 
35 (&!) (116) (175) (289) (320) (342) (315) (314) (286) (347) The gap, cumulated _____________ --------

Sources· "Re uirements Construdion Subsidy and Trade-in ~·11?-wances,'' t~ble P,-1-3. O~~atm~, subsidy, 
income alter ta~s, depreciation, table III-18. ~ebt retirement, dividends, the . gap, and the gap, accumu
lated, table 111-20. Funds available for construction, computed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one agreed to this increase. Of course they 
fact stands out, and that is that "the have. Although a substan~ial amount 
entire subsidy program promises to be- . of the construction would be on the west 
come more expensive in the future than coast. they agreed to it because it is only 
it has been historically." This is what , realistic to. assume that the east coast 
these men have written. They go on to . shippers will expect t;11at in the future 

. there will be cooperation on the part of 
state· _ be ted t total th. e west coast shippers to make sure that . 

The subsidies can expec 0 i nd 1 rger ships will be something in tbe vicinity of $3 billion over more expens ve a a 
the decade of the 1960's undel" present plans. built on the east coast. . 

. . . None of these ships will be built m the 
They finally conclude by pomtmg out Middle West. The rest of the country . 

that there are other ways in which the is being taxe<I more heavily than east 
cost can be cut down. Others would be: and west coast to provide for a subsidy 

stretchout construction over a longer pe- which, on the basis of the most expert, 
riod. The advantages of a stretchout are objective professional analysis we have 
that operators have more time to · raise the available, cannot possibly be justified. 
funds they need for their new construction I- do not know how we can qualify ex-. 
obligation and the total capital costs per perts more completely than that they 
year are reduced. . . d hi h h b "d Permit some American-flag shipbuilding in are making a stu Y w c as een pa1 
foreign yards. This alternative would reduce for by the shipbutlding industry itself. 
the Government expenditures since no con- I yield the floor, and reserve the re-
struction subsidy would be required. More. mainder of my time. 
over, to the extent that foreign costs are Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
more than 50 percent lower than American amendment offered by the Senator from 
costs, American shipping firms would save Wisconsin and the Senator from Ohio 
m~:~~~ase further the statutory life of ves· would cut from the bill the $14,200,000 
sels from 25 years, and permit longer term which was added to the House bill by 
financing to be undertaken. The advantage granting a supplemental budget item 
of increasing the length of the mortgage is submitted by the Bureau of the Budget, 
that the annual cash charges would be re- which sought to change the nature of 
duced. By reducing annual depreciation, the ship replacement program for this 
income would be made higher. year. 

In view of the fact that the admin- . The change requested was a very sim-
istration originally recommended a $50 . ple one. -The ship replacement program 
million subsidy-and I think that is too was an 18-ship prograin, inostly on the 
much-and in view of the fact that the Atlantic and gulf coasts. The Maritime 
House has voted to appropriate $50 mil~ Administration found-and incidentally, 
lion, that $50 million should be adequate the whole maritime industry supported 
under the circumstances. that finding-a far greater need for these 

new ship replacements on the Pacific 
I realize that the east coast shippers coast at this particular time than there 

as well as the Pacific coast shippers have was on the Atlantic and gulf coasts. 
cvm--1sso 

Therefore, for · 5 of tb.e 18 ships 'the . 
Bureau of the Budget requested this ad
ditional fund ·of $14,200,000, to ·pay the 
difference in the Government's share for 
those 5 ships, because of their being con
siderably larger ships, as compared with 
the Government's share for the ·5 ships 
originally programed. The facts seem 
to be that the need for adequate shipping 
is greater at present in the Pacific, that 
the need for larger ships exist there, and 
that the need was so well recognized that 
even the shipping companies which had 
commitments for the 5 ships to be built 
on the Atlantic and gulf coasts were glad 
to yield, because they thought it pre
sented a more balanced program. · 

I speak with some knowledge of the 
yielding, because one of the firms hap
pens to be the Lykes Bros. firm~ which is 
composed of very excellent peopfe from 
my State and the States so well repre
sented by the Senators from Louisiana 
and by the Senators from Texas, and 
other able and distinguished Senators. 
They felt that it was in the interest of 

·our public security and a better bal
flncing of our maritime fleet to. yield to 
Pacific lines, along with another com
pany, some of the ships which would 
have been put under contract this year 
with them for the building of the ships 
according to the pattern that is needed 
there. which is larger sQips of greater . 
capacity for the handling of that kind 
of trade. 

That is the whole story. 
- We have not approved any un

budgeted items. , We were strongly 
urged to approve a~other item, for the 
remodeling of four passenger ships. My 
personal view was th~t it would have 
been in the interest of solvent operation 
of the two lines that were a:ff ected if 
that request had been granted~ How
ever, the committee, after surveyin,g the 
whole question, declined to grant the 
r_equest; and also declined others which . 
were not budgeted. 

Some of these were in this field and 
some in other fields. We felt that when 
an important agency is established to 
determine what the needs of the Nation 
are under existing law and to recom
mend to us how those needs should be 
met, and when it supports its request not 
only by thorough justification but also 
by joinder in the request by the lines 
which were losing .replacement ships for 
this particular year, the committee , 
should heed the recommendation of the 
omcial agency set up, not by the Ap
propriations Committee, but under leg
islation recommended by the Commerce 
Committee and enacted many years ago. 
It has been modified from time to time. 
· The Senator from Florida believes 

there is only one reasonable course to 
follow, and that is to try to determine 
whether the recommendations of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the request of 
the agency affected are. well justified 
and, in this instance, show themselves 
tO be within the pattern of the best serv
ice of the Nation. The committee has. 
so decided and so recommended. 

I say again what I said a few minutes 
ago to the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin. I think his argument in this 
case, as it was in the case of the Small 
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Business Administration; is largely as to 
the nature of the legislation, largely as 
to the nature of the law which now 
exists, and as to which the two Com
mittees on Appropriations are merely 
seeking to apply to the facts as pre
sented to them by the agencies affected 
and by the Bureau of the Budget. 

The House Committee on Appropri
ations did not have before it the supple
mentary request program for a transfer 
of funds for these ships to the Pacific. 
That had not been published at the time 
they conducted their hearings. The pro
cedure has been completely regular; the 
proof has been strong. A case has been 
made. The recommendation of the Sen
ate Committee on Appropriations speaks 
for itself. We have no interest different 
from that of other Senators with re
spect to the prominence of our flag on 
the seas in commerce. We are only try
ing to carry on under the provisions of 
the law now on the books, which seeks 
to safeguard the future of our Nation in 
this field, by having available relatively 
new ships, relatively fast ships, so pro
tected by modern methods of compart
mentalization, and the like, as to be 
readily useful as transports in the event 
we should unfortunately be brought into 
armed collision with any other nation in 
the world. 

The Senator from Wisconsin is with
in his rights in objecting to this item; 
but I wish to have it clearly appear that 
what we are doing is approving the study 
of the Maritime' Administration, approv
ing the recommendations of the Presi
dent and the Bureau of the Budget. We 
are not doing so in a perfunctory man
ner. We have rejected some recommen
dations because we believed that they · 
were not sufficiently supparted. In this 
instance, we .thought they were well sup
ported. That is why this item was placed 
in the bill. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Was there any jus
tification for using bigger ships on this 
particular run because it was on a Pacific 
route? Why . would the fact that it was 
being operated on a Pacific route re
quire a bigger ship? The same number 
of ships is being built, but an additional 
$14 million is being spent on these 18 
ships. Why is it necessary to build big
ger ships? The Senator has justified 
the increase on the ground that bigger 
ships are being built. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It is because the Pa
cific trade uses bigger ships. That is, 
the ship must be adapted to the Pacific 
trade. I suppose it is because the dis- . 
tances are much greater, the time away 
from home part is much greater, and 
the necessity for hauling a larger cargo 
exists. I could not give the Senator all 
the answers, because I am not an ex
pert in the field. But when the Mari
time Administration created under leg
islation enacted by Congress, and to 
which Congress has entrusted the p:r:o
tection of the national security in this 
field, tells us that larger ships are re
quired for the Pacific trade; and when I 
learn the same thing after talking with 
the representatives of some of the ship
ping lines which operate in the Atlantic, 
I am not inclined to differ with them or 
to set up my judgment against theirs. 

I think we must rely upan the recom
mendations of the trained men, the men 
we place in positions of responsibility, 
as to the kind of ships needed for a par
ticular trade. They say-and when I 
say "they," I mean the Maritime Board 
and the Bureau of the Budget-that a · 
larger type of ship is required for the 
Pacific trade. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. But when those 
trained men made their initial recom
mendation, they recommended $50 mil
lion and recommended that the ships be 
built. The ships apparently were not 
to be so large. It was that recommen
dation which the House approved. 

I am wondering how this change can 
be justified, in view of the fact that it 
amounts to an increase of $14 million. 
There should be a substantial reason for 
their having taken one course initially, 
and later taking another course. If the 
first recommendation was wrong, why 
did we accept it? 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
turn to page 81 of the side slips, he will 
find a compilation of why that was, in 
connection with the testimony of the 
Maritime Board. It shows the original 
program, made ·some time ago. These 
budgets are always compiled more than 
a year ahead of time, and are then 
shaped up into final form about the late 
fall of the year before they come before 
the committee: 

Under the original program, 18 ships 
were recommended to be replaced, those 
18 ships being for 3 Atlantic operators-
7 for the first, 7 for the second, and 4 
for the third. 

Perhaps as much as 2 years later, the 
program was revised. I do not have the 
exact time; but the Senator will find 
how it was revised, and will also note 
the difference in the cost items. If he · 
will read the cost items in the skillful . 
testimony presented to the committee, 
and also presented in the justifications, 
he will find that the larger ships cost 
more money but also meet the need for . 
the trade in the Pacific, a need which 
would not be made by the smaller type 
of ships which are used in the Atlantic. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. With all good 
humor I read this justification, and it 
seems to me it 'is very thin. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The facts are shown 
clearly in the hearings. The testimony 
on the original program is shown. That 
was a part that was retained. Lykes 
Bros., instead of getting seven replace
ment ships under this program, are get
ting four. The United States Lines, in
stead of getting seven, are getting five. 
The American Mail Line will get two. 
The American President Line will get 
three. All of them were not in the ori
ginal program. 

The Grace Line was to get four under 
the first program. It retained all four . 
under the revised program. · · 

If we are to impase an absolute co:p.
dition upon ·the Maritime Commiss~on 
or any other .Government agency, that 
it must with _:Quality state its needs more 
than a year ahead of tim.e .as j;hey will 
exist .at tne - time the bills are pending 
in Congress, we will not be well served 
by them; and my belief is that we will 

not serve the country to the best advan
tage. The fact that there is some 
change in the approach with respect to 
5 ships out of. 18 does not indicate to 
me any negligence or want of ·knowledge. 
To the contrary, it indicates that they 
are trying to revise their Views in con
nection with changing facts, as they 
move from one year to the next. Cer
tainly the witnesses made a strong case 
for the change. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. In making the case, 
did the witnesses say anything about the 
cost per ton-mile? Did they indicate 
anything about the speed? Did they 
relate the cost per ton-mile to speed, so 
that there would be some basis for de
termining whether the change was jus
tified? Did they show that there was a 
traffic need in the Pacific which would 
justify this change? Did they indicate 
that the change was needed in the na
tional defense? Did they indicate why it 
was necessary to have more ships on the 
Pacific run than on the Atlantic run? 

Mr. HOLLAND. They showed that 
five replacements were needed now in 
the Pacific; and the size of the ships 
proposed in the bill in those five cases 
was as shown by the testimony. They 
did not give all the details. 

The Government provides a maximum 
of 55 percent of the replacement cost. 
For that consideration, it gets new ships, 
it gets faster ships, it gets ships -better 
built to meet the need of military trans
portation in the event there should be 
a need later. Of course, there is also 
attached the condition that the ships 
shall become immediately available to 
the Government for Government use .if · 
they are needed. So the Government 
gets some consideration for the very 
large investment it makes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I realize that; but 
were not the cost factors brought out in 
the study? On the point of speed, a rel
atively modest 16 knots, this very care
ful study indicates that it has been found 
more expensive to operate a ship at a 
faster speed than at a slower speed. The 
cost is greater, not less. This may sound 
contradictory, but there was much 
testimony and study to support that 
basis. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I think that is cor
rect, generally speaking; but that does 
not change the fact that in the event of 
a military emergency, our Government 
would want fast ships, both to transport 
quickly the necessary freight, and also 
to be less vulnerable to submarine and 
air attack. 

I think it is understandable that the 
military authorities want faster ships 
and better built ships, so they can be 
used better for military purpases-bet
ter ships than those which would be built 
if the freighting companies built ships 
only for the purpose of meeting their 
present needs in connection with trans
porting freight in peacetime from one 
point to another. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course, if this 
wer'e a military program--

·Mr. HOLLAND. It is largely that. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. In that event, why 

not have them built in foreign ship
yards, with a -resulting great saving in 



1962 CONGRESSION:AL: ~CORD - SENATE 22013 
cost, and, in addition, have the 55 per- . 
cent built specifically and exclusively for 
the purpose of military operatfons? - · 

Mr. HOLLAND. Again, Mr. President, 
the Senator·from WiscoO.Sin is complain- . 
ing about legislation which is already on 
the books . . The law requires, as a part 
of our military planning, that our ship- · 
yards be maintained in an active status, 
so they can be used in the event of a 
war emergency. 

Senators well remember the time, a 
few years ago: when it was necessary, . 
following Pearl Harbor, to build many 
ships in a hurry. But if the suggestion 
of the Senator from Wisconsin were fol
lowed, with the result that these ships 
would be built-at less cost-in foreign 
yards, the result would be that our own 
yarcis and shipbuilding facilities would 
deteriorate and close, and that would be 
contrary to existing law. 

But even if the law should-according 
to the opinion of the Senator from Wis
consin-be changed, the time to attack 
it is not now, when we are dealing with 
the appropriation bill and the appropria
tions which are our responsibility in this 
field. Such an attack should be made 
before the Commerce Committee and the 
other committees which deal with the 
basic legislation to which these appro
priations relate. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. One of the justi
fications given for the $5 million increase 
is that the ships could then be built in 
west coast shipyards, and presumably 
one of the reasons would be to keep 
those yards open and busy. But the au
thoritative studies-subsidized by the 
shipbuilding companies-shows that the 
contribution made by having these par
ticular ships built in west coast yards, 
in terms of keeping them busy, would 
be almost nil. So we do not have to be 
very much concerned about that point, 
in view of the study .made by the ship
building companies themselves. 

In addition, I should like to ask 
whether any evidence was adduced in 
regard to the rate of replacement-in 
other words, whether it is necessary to 
replace these shiPS" now, and that there
fore it is necessary to make a last-min
ute request of Congress for these ap
propriations. The request came to the 
Senate committee after the House acted 
on this measure. 

Mr. HOLLAND. There was a show
ing of greater need in the Pacific yards, 
as compared with those on the Atlantic 
coast; and the supplemental budget item 
came to us on July 23, which was after 
the House had acted on the bill. 

Nearly all the points the Senator from 
Wisconsin has made so well and so skill
fully may properly be considered by the 
Senate and by the Nation; but I do not 
think they are valid points to be made 
at this time, and thus to hold up the ac
tion of the Senate on the bill appropri
ating the funds needed in order to carry 
out our present program. We or our 
predecessors established this · program, 
and it was believed necessary for the_ 
Nation's welfare. So far as I know, no 
suggestion has yet been made by way of 
legislation to change it. 

So the question is whether the Senate 
is now.to proceed with the.exercise pf its 
duties in connection with making the · 
necessary appropriations for the estab
lished program-drafted by very expert 
and knowledgeable persons, and duly en
acted by Congress. It seems to me that 
if the Senator from Wisconsin believes· 
the existing program is wrong, he should 
have drafted, between now and the first 
of the year, proposed legislation to 
change the law in the particulars in 
which he believes it should be changed. 
So far as I am concerned, I shall be glad 
to consider that question with him. 

I voted, as he did, to end the 6-percent 
differential for the Pacific yards, as 
against those on the Atlantic coast and 
the gulf coast. 

I am sure that both of us are equally 
interested in economy and in the security 
of oilr country. We. or our predecessors 
established this basic legislation in the 
interest of the security of the country. 
If the Senator from Wisconsin believes 

the proposed expenditure of $14,200,000 
would be negligible in aiding these ship
yards, that would seem to indicate that 
the yards on tbe Pacific coast can live 
without having any business to do. But 
I do not think that is a valid conclusion, 
because they must have business if they 
are to continue to exist; and I know the 
Senator from Wisconsin realizes that 
these very shipyards were among those 
which rendered the country such excel
lent service during World Warn. 

In my opinion, the Sena~or from Wis
consin should direct his patriotic sug
gestions to proposals tQ amend the exist
ing legislation, instead of thwarting the 
chosen officials of our legally established 
agency which is charged with the re
sponsibility of carrying out the provi
sions of the law which Congress enacted 
for the purpose of better securing and 
protecting the Nation. · 

Mr. PROXMffiE. But does not the 
Appropriations Committee consider the 
replacement cycle? Is it not proper for 
the Appropriations Committee to con
sider it, and also to consider whether, 
when the maritime authorities recom
mend these additional expenditures for 
replacement of these ships with new 
ships built on the west coast, that the 
committee should consider whether in 
fact such replacements should be made? 

The expert testimony shows that the 
cycle can easily be extended, and that 
the ships have a longer life than that 
claimed. If the Appropriations Com
mittee believes that is true, certainly it 
can properly decide that less than the 
amount requested is needed, and that 
can be an appropriations-level decision, 
not a decision at the legislative program 
level. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In the past 10 years 
or more, while I have been a member of 
the Appropriations Committee, it has 
frequently made such decisions. But the 
committee thought it did not have the 
information it needed in order to make 
such a determination. The committee 
did not have access to the book the Sen
ator from Wisconsin has before him. 
It may be accurate, but it was not avail-

able to the, committee. However, .the . 
committee held full hearings on this 
measure. 

I think the Senator f:rom Wisconsin 
knows that the committee conducted its 
hearings and finished them about 2 
months ago. Since then, the committee 
has been waiting for an opportunity to 
bring this measure before the Senate; 
and in the meantime the committee has 
taken up supplemental matters. So we 
have not been negligent in the perform
ance of our duty, and we have not been . 
careless in connection with the showing 
made. 

We think the Senator's suggestions 
may have nierit, in terms of the work 
of the legislative committee. But cer
tainly they should not succeed in pre
venting our committee from living up 
to its responsibilities under the existing 
law, particularly in view of the fact that 
that law was enacted for the purpose 
and the objective of serving the security 
of the Nation. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR
DICK in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Florida yield to the Senator from 
North Carolina? 

Mr. HOLLAND. If I have additional 
time available, I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the De
partment of Justice was wise in deter
mining that a new psychiatric prison 
should be established for Federal prison
ers. It was also wise in selecting as the 
site a tract of land located near Camp 
Butner, N.C. I cannot conceive of any 
more ideal location for a prison of this 
kind. At Camp Butner is one of the 
great hospitals in North Carolina for 
the treatment of the mentally ill, and 
members of the staff of that hospital will 
be available for consultation with mem
bers of the staff of the new Federal psy
chiatric prison. 

A few miles away, at the city of 
Raleigh, N.C. is another of the great hos
pitals in North Carolina for the treat
ment of the mentally ill; and the staff 
of that hospital will be available for 
consultation with the staff of the pro
posed psychiatric prison near Camp 
Butner. 

In addition, only a few miles from the 
site is located the hospital of the Uni
versity of North Carolina Medical School 
and also nearby is the hospital of the 
Duke University Medical School; and 
these hospitals have very competent 
staffs in the field of psychiatry. 

So the Department of Justice was wise 
in the selection of this site. 

As a citizen of North Carolina and as 
a Member of the Senate interested in 
this problem, I want to thank the able 
and distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the able and dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA], and the other members of the 
subcommittee and the members of the 
full Appropriations Committee for add
ing the item to the appropriation as au
thorized by the House bill for the pur
pase of constructing the Federal psych!- : 
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atric prisoµ. It will be a wise _expendi~ure 
of public funds and will serve a most use
ful need for the country .in. years ahead. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 
·· I ask unanimous consent· that the 

justification printed in the inemorandum 
relating to the amendments, ·on pages 
81 and 82, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the justifi
cation wa8 ordered- to be printe.d in t:he 
RECORD, as follows: 

J -p'S'l;'IFICATION 

· The following table compares the original 
budget request for funds for the 18-ship 
replacement program with the revised re
quirements: 

· _ [In thousands of dollars] 

Original 1963 
program 

R evised 1963 
program 

Difference 

N umber Amount Number I Amount N u mber Amount · 
of ships of ships of ships 

----- --------------!-------------------
1. Const~uction-differential subsidy: 

Lykes Bros. Steamship Co________ _____ ______ $33, 000 
United States Lines Co______ ______________ __ 7 35, 700 

4 $21, 400 - 3 -$12, 200 
5 26, 750 -2 - 8, 950 

!::~~~Wr!~~~~i,~~;L"i<i======= ====== = ========== ======= === 
2 12, 200 +2 +12, 200 
3 19,050 + 3 + 19, 050 

Grace Line, Inc ___________________ : ---- -- --- - 4 23, 000 4 . 23,000 ---------- ----------
Subtotal. ________ ________ ____ _____ ________ 18 · 92,300 18 102, 400 _____ _____ +lo, 100 

2. N ati_onal defense features ____________ _____ ___ ____ ---------- ---- - - - -- - ---------- 1, 800 --------- - +i, 800 
3. Acquisit ionofreplaced sbips ______ _______________ ---------- 10, 800 ---------- 14, 400 _________ _ +3, 600 

103, 100 ---------- 118, 600 ---- -- -- - - +is , soo 
56, 250 ---- ------ 57, 550 ---------- -1, 300 

Appropriation requirements, 1963. ---------- - --- - -- --- - 46, 850 ---------- 61, 050 ---------- +14, 200 

1. Construction-differential subsidy costs: 
The original 1963 program as presented 
in the budget justification was tenta
tive and was based on· building four ships 
for Grace Lines; seven ships for Lykes Bros. 

· Steamship Co.; and seven ships for U.S. Lines. 
T}le revised program results from identifica
tion of specific ships to be replaced. Lykes 
Bros. proposes now to build four 20-knot 
ships for trade route 22, gulf to Far East, in 
lieu of seven 18-knot ships for trade route 15, 
gulf to south and east Africa. U.S. Lines 
originally proposed to construct seven ships 
for trade route 5, North Atlantic to United 
Kingdom and Ireland; however, they have 
now modified their program to five ships for 
trade route 16, North Atlantic to Australasia 

· . service. A review of the . trend of commerce 
on the trade routes served by these companies 
indicates that the interest of the company 
and the Government will be better served at 

. this time by construction of the ships in the 
revised program. 
· The downward revision in the number of 
ship replacement s for Lykes and U.S. Lines 
permits us to provide, within the _18-ship pro
gram total, for the replacement of 2 ships 

_for American Mail Lines and 3 ships for 
American President Lines. Both of these 
companies are west coast operators and the 
possibilities are that their ships will be suc
cessfully bid by west coast shipyards. Ac
cordingly, the modified program. is better 
balanced in that it Will result in five con
struction contracts in lieu of three, making 
possible a better geographical distribution 
of the contracts. · 

The increase in fund requirell'..lents results 
from (1) more expensive type_ ships being 
built than in the original program, and (2) 
increase in the number of contracts from 
three to five with a lesser number of units 
per contract, thus increasing · the unit cost 
per ship. 

2. National defense feature costs: As 
originally planned, costs of national .defense 
features incorporated in the 18 ships to be 
built under the replacement program were 
to be financed by transfer of funds from the 
appropriation "Shipbuilding and conversion, 
Navy."_ The new method. of. financiµg NDF 
costs was not approved by the legislative and 
Appropriation Commit tees of Qongress re-

sponsible for Department of Defense pro
grams. Therefore, it becomes necessary to 
cover such costs in Maritime Administra
tion's "Ship construction" appropriation. 

3. Acquisition of replaced ships.-Based on 
the tentative schedule for ship replacement 
in the original estimate, funds in the amount 
of $10.8 million were programed for replace
ment of 18 ships. Of the original total, $5.4 
million was available from carryover funds 
~nd acquired and estimated co8t: 

Number Estimate 

American Mail Line __ --- ------- 2 $1, 288, 000 
American P resident Lines __ ____ _ 3 2, 320, 000 Grace Line ______ ______ ___ _____ _ _ 4 2, 550, 000 
Lykes Bros ___ - - ------ --- ------- 5 3, 170,000 
United States Lines __ - ---------- 8 5, 072, 000 

'l'otaL __ - - ---------------- -- -- -- ---- 14, 400, 000 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
submit that the justification is much too 
thin. It provides no substantial argu
ment of national defense needs for the 
additional $14,200,000. There is no evi
dence in the justification that this is an 
economic action which should be taken. 
The net effect is simply to transfer ship
building from the east coast and the 
gulf coast to the west coast at an addi
tional cost of $14,200,000. 
. Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. · The insertion which 

the Senator has asked to have printed is 
not a justification, but excerpts from the 
justifications in the side slips. The justi
fications, which are much longer, will be 
found in the printed record of the hear
ings. If the Senator wanted to have the 
justifications printed, it would be much 
more accurate to have those printed in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am willing to do 
it, but I think the excerpts are concise 
summaries of the justifications which 

are in more detail. I am willing to han
dle it in,. whatever waf the Senator 
wishes. · - · · 

Mr. HOLLAND. ·'rhe side slips epito
mize the points made·in the justifications 
by -the clerks in preparing the side slips 
and in no case cover the full justification. 
The matter which the Senator mentioned 
covers only the supplemental justifica
tion. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct. It 
iS a -supplemental justification, which is 
not justified. 

All my amendment would do would be 
to eliminate the supplemental increase of 
$14,200,000. 

I hope the amendment will be ap
proved. 

If the Senator will yield back his time, 
I will yield back mine. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I will yield back mine 
with this statement for the information 
of the reporter. 

The full justification begins at page 
392 of the printed record and continues 
for a number of pages. 

I ask . unanimous consent that the 
justification· be printed at this point in 
the RECORD, and I yield back my tiine. 
_ There being no objection, the justifi

cation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 

SHIP CONSTRUCTI~N 

(House hearings, pp. 688, 703- 714) 
Page 29, line 24, of H .R. 12580, as reported : 

1962 appropriation___________ $98, 000, 000 
1963 estimate 1 _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ __ 64, 200, 000 
Increase ( + ) or decrease ( - ) · 
· 1963 estimate compared with 

1962 appropriation _____ ____ - 33, 800, 000 
1963 House committee allow-

ance on original estimate___ 50, 000, 000 
Comparison of House commit-

tee allowance with original 
1963 estimates ___________ __ - - - -- -------

Amendment requested ________ + 14, 200, 000 
1 As amended by S. Doc. No. 110. 

Amendment requested 
On page 29, line 24, strike out "$50,000,000" 

and insert "$64,200,000" . 
House ·repor t 

"Ship construction : The committee rec
ommends $50 million, the full amount of t he 
budget estimate, for ship construction. This 
amount together with a · carryover of an esti 
mated unobligated balance of $63,879,000 will 
allow for the construction and replacement of 
18 ships. The requested language permitting 
the transfer of not to exceed $2,800,000 t o 
this appropriation from the appropriation 
for 'Shipbuilding and conversiou, Navy,' for 
the cost of national defense features has not 
been included in the bill inasmuch as the 
legal authority therefor has not been 
provided." 

Justification 

The House committee approved the esti
mate under this head as requested. How
ever, since our hearings before that ·com
mittee the planned replacement program has 
been revised in order to have a more bal
anced program and to better meet the re
quirements of the trade routes and com
panies concerned. This revision of program 
requires an amendment of the estimate in 
the amount of $12.4 million to permit ac• 
complishment of the revised 18-ship replace· 
ment program. In addition to this lncreue, 



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 22015 
the amended estimate also includes $1.8 mil
lion for the payment of national defense 
features costs on the new ship to be con
structed in the fiscal year. 

Necessity for providing for national de
fense feature costs under this appropriation 
results from the Navy Department not re-

ceivlng legal authorization to pay such costs 
by transfer from the appropriation "Ship
building and conversion, Navy," as originally 
planned. 

Justification for the amended estimate has 
· already been furnished in a separate 
submission. 

SHIP CONSTRUCTION 

S ummary of requirements 
~r%W~::!~~; ~= ~r.::ruI~2~m) _ ------------------------------------------------------------------- $98, ooo, ooo 

Requirements Difference, 
1----------i increase<+> 

1962 esti
mate 

1963 esti
mate 

or 
decrease ( - ) 

Construction-differential subsidies_ __________ __ ______ $86, 314, 000 $41, 450, 000 -$44, 864, 000 
Acquisition of replaced ships______ __ ________ ____ __ ___ 9, 186, 000 5, 400, 000 -3, 786, 000 
Administrative and warehouse expenses .. - --- - ---- -- 2, 500, 000 3, 150, 000 +650, 000 

1------1------1----~ 
Gross requirements · --------- -- - -- -- - -------------- 98, 000, 000 50, 000, 000 -48, 000, 000 -48, 000, 000 

'l 'otal estimate of appropriation, 1963__ ______ ___ ___ ___ __ ________ ___ ___ ___ __________ ___ _____ ___ __ 50, 000, 000 

General statement 
The funds requested for ship construc

tion projects provide for (1) construction
differentia.l subsidy in connection with nine 
vessels to be contracted for under the ship 
replacement program; (2) acquisition of the 
old vessels which will be traded in on such 
new construction; and (3) administrative 
expenses of the ship construction program. 

Funds available in fiscal year 1962 for the 
ship replacement · program was sufficient to 
pay construction-differential subsidy on 22 
new ships. Of this total of 22, current plans 
call for awarding contracts for 13 of the 
ships prior to the end of fiscal year 1962, 
with contracts for the rema_ining 9 to be 
awarded early in fiscal year 1963. The addi
tional funds included in this estimate pro
vide for paying oonstruction.,.di:fferential 
subsidy on an additional nine ships 'f!o be 
contracted for in fiscal year 1963. , ·Thus, new 
funds requested herein, together with funds. 
carried over from fiscal year 1962, will per
mit the award of contracts for construction 
of 18 new ships in 1963 as compared to the 
13 ships to be contracted for in 1962. The 
number of ships estimated to be contracted 
1'.or within presently available and additional 
funds requested is predicated on a continu
ation of recent experience in highly com
petitive bidding which has resulted in unus
ually low contra.ct costs. 

. 

In summary, the new appropriation re
quest for 1963 will provide: 
(a) Ship replacement program, 

9 ships __________________ ___ $41,450,000 

(b) Acquisition of 9 replaced 
ships________________________ 5,400,000 

(c) Administrative expenses_ __ 3, 150, 000 

TotaL__ ____ ___ __ _____ ____ _ 50, 000, 000 

Justification 
(a) Ship replacement program, $41,450,000 

Projecting the current lower cost factors, 
awards have been scheduled for construc
tion of 13 ships in the current fiscal year. 
Of this total, bids have been received and 
awards made covering construction of two 
ships for qulf & South American Steamship 
Co., and four ships fe>r Lykes Bros. Steam
ship Co. Invitations to bid have been is
sued for constructi<;m of one ship for Grace 
Line, Inc., and silt ships for Moore-McCor
mack Lines, Inc., with awards scheduled 

· during the last half of the fiscal year. 
. There are contractual requirements for 29 

replacement ships in fiscal year 1963. The 
proposed budget requests funds for 9 of these 
ships with the remaining 20 ships to be d~
ferred until the following year. 

The following tabulation summarizes the 
construction contracts awarded in the period 
1956 through 1961, those to be awarded in 
1962, and those proposed for 1963 : · 

Number of ships 

1~61 1962 

1963 program 

N umber of 
ships 

Coot 

Thousands 
American Export Lines, Inc_____________________________ 12 - - ------- - --- - - - ------------ -- ------------
American Mail Line, Ltd___ ____________________________ 3 - ---- --- - ----- -- --------- -- - -- -- -- -- - -----
American P resident Lines, Ltd------------------ ----- -- 2 ---------- - --- -------- - ----- -- - --- - - ----- -
F arrell Lines, Inc_- - ------ - -------------------- -- --- --- - 6 ------ - --- - --- -------------- ------ --------Grace Line, Inc_______________________ ______ _________ ___ 5 1 4 $23, 000 
Gulf & South American Steamship Co., Inc _____________ ----- --- ------ 2 -------------- -- --- - --------
Lykes Bros. Steamship Co., lnC------------------------- 17 4 7 33, 600 
M ississippi Shipping Co., Inc------ --------------------- 3 ---- - --- -- ---- -- - ------- - --- - - --- - - -------
M oore-McCormack Lines, Inc______________ ____________ 10 6 --- - ---------- -- - ---------- -
P acific Far East Line, Inc----- - --- ----------------- - --- - 2 ---- - -- ------- ----- - -------- --------------
States Steamship Co________ ____________________________ 6 --- - ---------- -- - -- - ---- --- - -- --- ------- - -
United States Lines CO---------------------- - ---------- 11 - ---- ------ -- - 35, 700 

TotaL----- -- - --- --------- -- -- - ------------------- 77 13 18 92, 300 
Carried forward from 1962 fiscal year __ - - - --------------- ------- ---- -- - - - ---------- - - -- - ~--- ---- --- 50, 850 

1963 appropri~tion request _____ _______ _____________ ------- - --- - -- ----- --- - - - --- ___________ .; __ 41, 450 

specific operators as circumstances war
rant. 

American Export Lines, Inc., is committed 
to construction of 19 ships under its replace
ment program. No a.wards are scheduled for 
1962. Five ships scheduled for 1963 are pro
posed for deferral until 1964. 

American Mail Line, Ltd., is committed to 
construction of five ships under its replace
ment program. No awards are scheduled for 
1962. Three ships scheduled for 1963 a.re 
proposed for deferral until 1964. 

American President Lines, Ltd., is com
mitted to construction of 22 ships under its 
replacement program. No awards are sched
uled for 1962. Six ships were scheduled for 
a.ward in 1963; however, under the proposed 
budget the construction of these six ships 
will be deferred until 1964. 

Grace Line, Inc., is committed to con
struct five replacement ships in 1962 con
sisting of one combination and four cargo 
ships. The contract for replacement of the 
combination ship is scheduled for award in 
February 1962 and contra.ct for replacement 
of the four cargo ships will be awarded early 
in fiscal year 1963. · 

Gulf & South American Steamship Co. is 
committed to construction of five ships 
under its replacement program. Award has 
been ma.de for construction of two ships in 
1962. No awards are scheduled for 1963. 

Lykes Bros. Steamship Co., Inc., is com
mitted to construction of 36 ships under its 
replacement program. Award has been ma.de 
for construction of four ships in 1962. Seven 
ships scheduled for award in 1963 are covered 
in the proposed budget. 

Mississippi Shipping Co., Inc., is committed 
to construction of 10 ships under its replace
ment program. No awards are scheduled for 
1962. Two ships scheduled for 1963 are 
proposed for deferral until 1964. 

Moore-McCormack Lines, Inc., is com
mitted to construction of 31 ships under its 
replacement program. Invitations to bid 
have been issued for construction of six ships 
scheduled for award in 1962. No awards are 
scheduled· for 1963. 

United . States Lines Co., is committed to 
construction of 34 ships, exclusive of replace
ments for its mariners and the SS America 
and SS United S_tates. Of these 34 ships, 11 
were scheduled for replacement in the fiscal 
years 1962 and 1963. Under the proposed 
budget, contracts for seven ships are sched
uled for award in 1963 with the remaining 
four deferred. 
(b) Acquisition of replaced ships, $5,400,000 

It is requested that funds be made avail
able to acquire the vessels contemplated for 
replacement under the ship replacement 
program. Construction of nine new vessels 
is scheduled for 1963. The fund requirement 
is based on an estimated average trade-in 
allowance of $600,000 per vessel. This re-
1lects pa.st year experience factors with a 
corresponding decrease in the average cost 
from $750,000 per vessel as formerly used for 
budgetary projections. 
(c) Administrative expenses, $3,150,000 

The limitation on administrative expenses 
for the current year is $3,150,000 to aqmin
ister all ship construction projects. Con
tracts in force in 1963 will constitute a pro
gram comparable to that of 1962 in terms 
of administrative requirements. Accord
ingly, no change is proposed for this limita
tion which is available for transfer to the 

· appropriation for salaries and expenses. 
(S. Doc. 110) 

MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 

SHIP CONSTRUCTXON 

In view of the :µ.ecessary deferral of 20 
ships, a degree of 1lex1bility is necessary in 

"For an adqitional amount for ship con
the allocation of available funds. Substi- struction, $14,200,000, to remain available 
tutions may be made in 1;he "selection of . until exi>ended.h . 
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Program and financing 
(In thcnliands or dollars} 

1963 costs to this appropriation .Analysis of 1003 financing 

Increase Original Revised In<naSe 
· Original Revised (+)or de- appro- appro- <+>or de-
estimate estimate crease ( - ) priation priation crease ( - ) 

required required 
------------------1----1--------------------
Program by activities~ 

L Construction-differential subsidy__________ 98, 850 109, 450 + 10, 600 41, 450 52, 050 + 16, 600 
13, 600 +3, 600 5, 400 9, ooo +3, ooo 2. Acquisition of replaced ships.______ 10, 000 

"' Administrative expenses_____________ 3, 150 3, 150 3, 150 3, 150 
J----1 

Total program eosbl--------------------- 112, 000 
Change in selected resources..------------------- -3, 350 

126, 200 + 14. 200 50, 000 64,. 200 + 14, 200 
-3, 350 ---------- --------- ---------------------------------------i----

Total obligatfons..._________________________ 108, 650 122, 850 +a,.200 ------.,--- ---------- ---------
Financing: 

Unobligated balance brought forward_________ -63, 879 -63, 879 -------- -- ---------- ---------- ---------
Unobligated balance carried :forward_________ 5, 229 5, 229 ---------- ---------- ---------- -- -------
(Reserved f.or adjustments of prior year con-
tracts)------------------------- ---------- ---------- ------- --------- -------- ---------

New obllga&lonal aotlwrlty__________ 50, 000 64, 200 +14, 200 ---------- ---------- ----------

Object classification 
(In thousands of dollars] 

1963 original 1963 revised Increase<+> 
estimate estimate or 

decrease (-) 

25 Other services------~----------------------------------:____ 100 100 
Services of other agencies-------------------------------- 3,650 3, 650 ___ __ 31 Equipment________________________________________________ 9, 400 13, 000 ----- :(600 

41 Grants, subsidies, and contributions----------------------------- 98, 850 109, 450 10, 600 
1-----11-----1-----

Total costs----------------------------------------------- 112, 000 126, 200 14, 200 
Change in selected resources------------------------------------------ -3,350 -3.350 

r-----11------1~----
Total obligations_______________________________________________ 108, 600 122,850 H-,200 

Ship construction 
Request______________________ $H, 200, (J(j() 

- Purpose and need /OT amen.dment 
The purpose of this amendment is to pro

vide additional funds required to carry out 
the agency-planned 1963 ship construction 
program. The need for additional funds has 
arisen · as a result of ( 1) revision of the 

__ planned_ 18-ship replacement pl'Ogl'am 1n or
der to have a more balanced program and to 

better meet the requirements of the trade 
routes and compa.nlea concerned; and- (2) 
necessity for providing funds under this ap
propriation !or payment of national defense 
feature costs on-the new ships to be con
structed. 

Justification 
The following table compares the original 

budget request. for funds for ihe 18-sbip 
replacement program with the revised re
quirements: 

(In thousands of dollars] 

Original 1963 
program 

Revised -1963 
program 

Ditierenee 

Number Amount · Number Amount Number Amount 
of ships of ships of ships 

~----------------~~---1----~---1------~---~-
l. Construction-differential subsidy: 

Lykes Bros. Steamship Co__________________ _ 7 $33 ooo 4 $21, 400 -3 -$12, 200 
United States Lines Co_________________ __ 7 U: 700 5 26, 750 -2 -s. 950 

~~:~E~~1~~~~;~~~!~~=~====~~~ ========~====ii;~~= ! , - il:~ ------~~- --~·~~ 
SubtotaL ______________________ , ______ ,___ . 18 ,--92-.-30-0-1----18-~-1-o-2,-4-oo- 1 +10, 100 

2. National defense features___________ ___________ ___ _ 1 800 +I 800 
3. Acquisition of replaced ships ____________________ ---=-===== ---ii>;so() ---------- 14:400 +3: 600 _ 

Total cost of ship replacement program ___ _ ----------------i-l-03-IOO-i----1-----1----l---
Carrted forward from fiscal year 1962 ______ __ __: ____ --------- w: 250 

1~~;~ +_!t ~. 
.Appropriation requirements, 1963 ____________ ------- --- 46, 850 61, 050 + 14', 200 

1- Construction-diirerential subsidy costs : 
The original 1963 program as presented. 
in the budget justification was _ ten ta
tive and was based on building four ships fdr 
Grace Line; seven _ ships , for Lykes Bros. 
Steamship CO-; and seven shipsfor -u.s. Lines. 
The revised program results from identifica
tion of specific ships to be replaced. Lykes 
Bros. proposes n0-w ,to build four- 20-kllot 
ships for trade -route 22, gulf to- Far East, 
in lieu of seven 18-knot ships for trade route 
15, gulf to south and east Africa. U.S. 

Lines originally proposed to .construct seven 
ships for trade route 16, North Atlantic to · 

_ llnite.dKingdom and-Ireland;~ however, t.he,y: 
have now modified their program to five 
ships for trade route 16. North Atlantic to 
Australasia service. A review o:r the trend 
of commerce on the trade routes served by 
these companies indicates that the interest 

· of the company ~and the Govermilent will be 
better served at -this -time. by .construction 
of the ships in the revised program. 

-The .downwatd revision 1n the number of 
ship replacements for Lykes and U .s. Lines 
permits us _to _ provide, within the 18-ship 
program · total; for tl).e repl_acement of 2 
ships for American Mall Lines and 3 ships 
for American President Lines. Both of these 
companies ate west coas~ operators and the 
posslbllities are that their ships wm be 
successfully bid by west coast shipyards. 
Accordingly, the modified program 1s better 
balanced in that it will result in five con
struction contracts in lieu of three, making 
pC>Ssible a better geographical distribution of 
the contracts. 

The increase in fund requirements results 
from (1) more expensive type ships being 
built than in the original program, and (2) 
increase in number of contracts from three 
to five with a lesser number of units per 
contract, thus increasing the unit cost per 
ship. 

2. National defense feature costs: As orig
inally planned, costs of national defense fea
tures incorporated in the 18 ships to be built 
under the replacement program were to be 
financed by transfer of funds from the ap
propriation "Shipbulldlng and conversion, 
Navy." The new method of ftnanclng NDF 
costs was not approved by the legislative 
and Appropriation Committee of Congress re
sponsible for Department of Defense pro
grams. Therefore, it becomes necessary to 
cover such costs in Maritime Administra
tion's "Ship constructlon° appropriation. 

3. Acquisition ot replaced ships: Based 
on the tentative schedule for ship replace
ment in the original estimate, funds in the 

- amount of $10.8 million were programed for 
replacement of 18 ships. or the original 
total, $5.4 million was available from carry
over funds and an additional $5.4 million 
wa-s requested in the estimate. 

The revised program provides trade-in of 
22' ships on the 18 new ones to be con
structed:. Thts results in an additional ap
propriation of · $3.6 mllllon to acquire the 
ships being traded in. The following table 
indicates, by operator, the __number of ships 
now planned to be acquired and the esti
mated cost: 

Number Estimate 

American Mailline.. _ ------
American President Lines _____ _ 
Grace Line ____________________ _ 

Ly.kes Bros ___ ---------------U.S. Lines ___________________ _ 

2 . $1. 288, 000 
3 2,320,000 
~ 2,550,000 
5 3,170,000 
8 5,072,000 

TotaL ________________ ----- 14,fOC,000 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
majority leader indicated he would .ask 
for a yea and nay vote. May we yield 
back all our time so that a quorum call 
may be asked for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
!or the quorum call be rescinded. 

The - PRESIDING .. QFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr-. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment of -the Senator from Wisconsin 
CMr. PROXMIRE]. 
-· The yeas-and nays were ordered. 

The PRESlDING OF'F'ICER. The 
, question ~s on agreeing to- the amend
. ment of the Senator .from Wisconsin. 
ori this question the yeas and nays have 
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been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. · 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY.· I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico CMr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senato1· from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLARK], the Senator from Missis
sippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from 
Washington. [Mr. MAGNUSON], the Sen
ator from Minnesota CMr. McCARTH.Y], 
and the Senator from Colorado CMr. 
CARROLL] are absent on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New Mexico CMr. ANDERSON], the 
Senator from Arkansas CMr. FuLBRIGHT], 
the Senator from Alaska CMr. GRUE
NING], the Senator from Wyoming CMr. 
HICKEY], and the .Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. LONG], are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
CMr. CHAVEZ], and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania CMr. CLARK] would each 
vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Colo
rado CMr. CARROLL] is paired with the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER]. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Colorado would vote "nay" and the Sen-
ator from Texas would vote "yea." ........,_ 

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. GRUENING] is paired with the Sen
ator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 

If present arid voting, the Senator 
from Alaska would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Utah would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. McCARTHY] is paired with the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. BOT
TUM]. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Minnesota would vote "nay" and 
the Senator from South Dakota would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. · I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from South Dakota CMr. BOT
TUM], the Senator from Maryland CMr. 
BUTLER], the Senator from Indiana CMr. 
CAPEHART], the Senator from Kentucky 
CMr. MORTON] and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. TOWER] are necessarily ab
sent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sen
ator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah would vote "yea" and the Senator 
from Alaska would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. BOTTUM] is paired with the 
·Senator from Minnesota [Mr. · Mc
CARTHY]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Dakota would vote 
"yea" and the Senator from Minnesota 
would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART] is paired with the Sen
ator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Indiana would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Maryland would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. TOWER) is paired with the Senator 
from Colorado CMr. CARROLL]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Texas 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Colorado would vote "nay." · :; 

The result was announced-yeas 30, 
nays 52, as follows: 

Boggs 
Bird, Va. 
Carlson 
Church 
Curtis· 
Douglas 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Hart 
Hickenlpoper 

Allott 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Burdick 
Bush 

· Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Case 
Cooper 

· Cotton 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fong 
Hartke 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bennett 
Bottum 
B.utler 
Capehart 

[No. 304 Leg.] 
YEAS--30 

Jordan, Idaho 
Kerr 
Lausche 
McGee 
M1ller 
Monroney 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Pearson 

NAYS-52 
Hayden 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan, N.C. 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kuchel 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McNamara 
Metcalf 

ProutJ 
Proxmire 
Russell 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Wiley 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

Morse 
Murphy 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
W11Uams, N.J. 
Yarborough 

NOT VOTING-18 
Carroll 
Chavez 
Clark 
Eastland 
Fulbright 
Gruening 

Hickey 
Long, Mo. 
Magnuson 
McCarthy 
Morton 
Tower 

So Mr. 
rejected. 

PROXMIRE'S amendment was 

· Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed t.9. · 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, without 
losing my right to the ft.oar, I yield to 
the minority leader. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Iowa [Mr. HicK
ENLOOPER] be excused from attendance 
at the sessions of the Senate on Thurs
day, Friday, and Saturday of this week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
JORDAN of North Carolina in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent also that the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTT] be excused from attendance at 
the sessions this week because of o:tncial 
business at the U.N. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, 
AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1963 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

·of th~ ·bill (H.R. 12580) making appro
priations for the Departments of State, 
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary, 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
·ending June 30; 1963, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD . . Mr. President, I 

have discussed the question of a time 
limitation on the amendment which will 
be offered by the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE] with the Senator from Ore
gon, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK
SEN], the chairman of the subcommittee, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN], and others. At this time I 
should like to make a unanimous-con
sent request that 35 minutes be allotted 
on the amendment, 30 minutes to be un
der the control of the Senator from Ore
gon and 5 minutes to be under the con
trol of the Senator from Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection tO the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is 
my intention to move to table the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon at the 
conclusion of the time limitation. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am dis
appointed to hear that statement, but 
I am a legislative realist. May I at least 
have an agreement for a yea-and-nay 
vote on the proposed unfortunate mo
tion? 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
amendment has not been offered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There can be a 
yea-and-nay vote based upon the ma
jority leader's announcement. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I still ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, what is 
the pending question on which .the yeas 
and nays have been requested? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has not yet been offered. 
Will the Senator call up his amendment? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer 
my amendment in the form of the bill, 
S. 2985, which I send to the desk, and 
on which I have filed a motion to sus
pend the rules as of yesterday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Oregon 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to amend section 521 of title 38 of the 
United States Code. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in the 
interest of saving time, I ask unanimous 
consent that further reading of the 
amendment be waived, because I shall 
·describe it in some detail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
amendment will be printed and not read . . 

The amendment is as follows: 
That section 521 of title 38 of the United 

States Code is amended by redesignating 
subsections (b) through (f) as subsections 
(c) through (g), respectively, and by in
serting after subsection (a) the following 
new subsection: 

"(b) (1) In the case of a veteran of World 
War I, pension shall be paid at the following 
monthly rate: 

' "(A) $75; or 
"(B). $90 if (1) the veteran is sixty-fiv~ 

·years of age or older, or (ii) the veteran has 
been rated as permanently and totally dls

-abled for an aggregate period of ten years; 
or 
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"'(C) $150 if the veteran is in need·of regu

lar aid and attendance~ 
"(2) If the veteran served outside tb,e con

tinental limits of the United States for a 
period of thirty days or more durbig the 
creditable period of service the monthly 
rate payable to him under paragraph (1) 
shall be increased by 10 per centum. 

. ..(3) For.purposes of ~s section. a v~teran 

. of World W.ar I shall be deemed to be per
manently and totally disabled upon reach
ing the age .of sixty-five years. 

"(4) No pension shall be paid under para
graph ( 1) to any unmarried veteran whose 
annual income exceeds fl,800. or to any 
married veteran or any veteran with children 
whose annual income exceeds $3.000." 

. SEc. 2. (a) Subsections (c). (d), and (e) 
o! such section (as redesignated by the :first 
section of this Act) are amended by striking 
out. "If.. 1n each subsection and inserting 

· 1n lieu thereof "In the ease of a veteran of 
World War ll or the Korean conflict, if ... 

(b) Subsection ( e) of such section (as re
designated by the first .section or this Act) 
is amended by striking out "(b) or ( c) " and 

. inserting 1n lieu thereof .. (c) or (d) ". 
Si:c. 3. The amendments made by this Act 

shall ta.ke eilect on the first day of the first 
month which begins ,after the date o! the 

· enactment or this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
-question ·is on 1tgreeing- to the -amend
ment of the Senator from Oreg.on. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, has 
the time limitation been agreed upon? 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request for a time 
limitation has been agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, ·1 
ask for the yeas and nays on the pend,
ing amendment. 

The yeas. and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator Yield? 
Mr. MORSE . . I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Were the yeas and 

nays ordered on the motion to suspend 
the rules? · 

Mr. MORSE. .No, the yeas and nays 
were ordered on the proposed motion to 
.lay on the table ~which the majority 
leader said he would make. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presid~nt, I 
understand the parliamentary situation 
fully. I think the procedure described 
is the best way to meet the situation 
,rather than to raise points of order and 
operate on a two-thirds basis. If the 
-Senator from Oregon ·wishes to make his 
P<>Sition known again this year as he has 
in years gone by on the pending question, 
we thought he should be given the privi
lege of a yea-and-nay vote. I hope that 
.the action already taken by the Senate 
will be sustained, despite the fact that 
we could have operated differently had 
we desired to do so. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. At the end of the dis
cussion, which I understand will run for 
30 minutes, may a point of order still be 
made? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I intend to make 
a motion to table -the amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. -1 wish to be sure that 
the right of any Senator to make a point 
of order Will be preserved after the dis-

. cussion has taken place, if a Senator .de

. sires to make such a Point. ._ 
The PRF.SIDING O:FFICER. After 

the debate is completed, a point of order 
can be made. . . ... 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I express the hope 
that no Senator will raise the point of 
order at that time and that the Senate 
will vote, as agreed, on the basis of 
tabling ·the amendment of the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I Yield 
to myself all my time. 

Mr. President, for many years now, I 
have felt that the Nation's pension pro
gram for veterans o:f World War I has 
not only been inadequate, but has been 
reduced to little more than a welfare pro
gram for men who happened to serve in 
World War I. 

The 1959 Congress went further in this 
direction than it has ever gone before, 

-putting veterans' pensions on a sliding 
scale related inversely t.o income. In 
my opinion, that makes it a welfare pro
gram. 

I think the Nation's veterans are en
titled to better than that. Pensions 
should not be a part of a welfare pro
gram.. · They should be a form of recog
nition, of obligation on the part of the 
Nation. 

The amendment I off er today is the 
same as the bill I have introduced before 

~on this subject. It is S. 2985 of the cur
.rent Congre~. It provides a pension for 

-veterans of ,World War I by establishing 
as a matter of law that, such a veteran 
shall be considered permanently and 

!.totally: disabled at age 65, and entitled to 
:pension benefits. The vete:ran would also 
be considered 'permanently and totally 
disabled for pension purposes if he has 

·been so rated for an aggregate perlod of 
10 years. 

He would receive. a pension of $90 a 
month, plus a 10 percent increment for 
service overseas of at least 30 days dur
ing World War L 

This proPosal is not nearly as generous 
. as many pension proposals for this group 
.have been. In fact, I would favor and 
vote for a more comprehensive program 
than this one I am offering. 

It. is not as liberal a measure,. for ex
ample, as H.R. 31745. in the other body. 
This is. because my bill does not change 
the existing income limits of $1,800 for 
. a single veteran and $3 ,000 for a married 
_veteran. · 

LEGISLATIVE SITUATION IN 87TH CONGRESS 

Mr. President, the veterans' groups 
which are most interested in this subject 
have been waiting for aetion in the House 
on H.R. 3745. I have been cooperating 
with them, and they with me. It was ri1y 
feeling that my bill should not be pressed 
in the Senate while there was a.py possi
bility of favorable action being taken in 
. the House. However, in recent days 
-there has been a consensus of opinion 
among us that that· hope is now forlorn. 

Therefore I place in the RECORD the 
.record that has been made on H:R. 37 45. 
A discharge .petition was filed in the 

·HOuse ori the bill on April 16-, 1962, by 
. the. gentleman .from Indiana .[Mr. DEN
TON]. The maximum number. of. names 
consisted of 197, as of a week ago. The 

total number at one. time was 211. The 
, present status of this bill is that it is at 
the Speaker's desk. Hearings on tt were 

. held, along with hearings on other pen
sion bills. on July 1l to 13.. 1961. Six 
hearings were held on the. operation of 

. the pension program in August and Sep
-tember 1962. The last one was on Sep
. tember 26, 1962. Testimony taken from 
World War I pension groups included a 
statement on H.R .. 37 45. 

The best indication we can get from 
-the House is that the probabfilties of 
action on the House bill. H.R. 3'745, are 
not good, and that the best chance of 

·getting. action on the pension bill in the 
House would be to follow the route that 
the senior Senat.or from Oregon is pro
posing in the Senate today; namely, to 
try to have it attached as an amendment, 
under a suspension of the ~ to a bill 

.in the Senate. 
I felt that the appropriation bill for 

the Department of Justice and Depart
ment of Commerce was a particularly 
good one in connection with which to try 
this parliamentary endeavor. It ought 
to go on the Justice Department appro
priation because there is no question 
that justice ought to be done to these 
veterans. It ought to go on the Com
merce Department appropriation be
cause of the beneficial eci>nomie effect 
that the bill would have on· the economy 
of the country. The consensus of opin
ion is that it will mean that 90 percent · 
of the return from this pension would 
go infio the cash registers on ·the main 
·streets of America and would increase 
the pw·chasing power of the consumers 
·Of America, and therefore would be a 
great benefit in expanding the economy. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr; President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. No; I will not yield at 
this time. After I have finished my 

-speech. I shall · be glad to -yield. I have 
a great deal to say in my 30 minUtes. 

As I say, thfs· amendment would be 
·of great benefit to the economy of our 
country. Therefore.. I am offering it on 
the pending bill as a last-ditch attempt, 
so to speak, to try to get some action 
in this session of Congress. I share 
the disaPPointment of the veterans' 
groups which are interested in the bill. 
Some of their expressions I shall put in 

·the -REcoan before· I ~lose my spe~ch . 
·I share the disappointment that the bill 
has become bogged d<>wn in the House 
of Representatives. I sincerely trust 

·that there will be favorable action on 
·the bill before the Congress adjourns. 
In case there is not, and I am again 
entrusted with the great privilege and 

·honor and obligation of serving the peo
ple of my sovereign State in the Senate 
for another 6 years, I will be back at 
this desk come next January to reintro
duce the bill. For so long as I serve in 

·the Senate, I wlll continue to do what 
I can to obtain a measure of justice for 
the World War I veterans, which has 
been denied to them these many years, 
i~ ~ard to a deseived pension. 

DIJTJiBERCES l'B.OK JLJL u•s 
As I have said, my bill Is ·not as lib

eral as H.R. 3745. This Is because my 
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bill does not change the existing income 
limits of $ l,800 for a. single veteran and 
$3,000 for a married veteran. 

Secondly, my bill does not change the 
present method of computing income. 
There is a very good case, in my opin
ion, to be made for eliminating certain 
types of income such as social security 
benefits, railroad retirement benefits, 
and other types of retirement income, 
from the calculation of what is to be 
counted as income for pension purposes. 

But this measure does not change 
the present law in that respect, either. 
It seems to me that Congress might con
sider liberalizing the existing program 
simply by changing the method of com
puting income, as an alternative to in
creasing rates. But I am not offering 
that alternative at this time. 

Instead, I am proposing that within 
the present income limits, we raise all 
eligible World War I veterans to a pen
sion rate of $90 a month at age 65. It 
is possible that a few veterans could 
receive more under the present law than 
under my amendment. This is because 
the present sliding scale provides single 
veterans with incomes under $600 a year 
a pension rate of $85 a month. If they 
are not yet 65 and have not been judged 
permanently and totally disabled for an 
aggregate period of 10 years or more, 
their pension rate under my bill would 
be $75 a month. 

Similarly, the present law provides 
the veteran with one or more depend
ents and an income of less than $1,000 
a year with a pension of $90 a month. 
Here again, for the veteran not yet 65 
and not found:permanently and totally 
disabled for 10 years my bill provides a 
pension of $75 a month. 

This is why my amendment is in
tended to permit the veteran to choose· 
·whether or not to remain under the 
existing program, or come under the 
provisions of this amendment. 

The rePort of the Veterans' Admin
istration to the Senate Finance Com
mittee on S. 2985, says the following 
on this point: 

It does not appear the bill, if enacted, 
would affect the eligibility of World War I 
veterans to continue to receive pension un
der the savings provision of section 9 ot 
Public Law 86-211. They could, of course, 
elect to receive pension under this bill if 
otherwise eligible. It further appears they 
could reelect if they so desire and can qual
ify under the law in effect on June 30, 1960·. 

But I think there would be very few 
World War I veterans who would choose 
to remain under existing law, as opposed 
to this measure. This is because the av
erage age of World War I veterans is 
now slightly over 68. The only men 
whose benefits would be less under my 
bill would be those not yet 65, not per
manently disabled, and with an income 
under $600 a year, if single, and $1,000 
a year, if married. Even so, they could 
elect to remain under existing law and 
receive the higher amount. 

In faii-ness to the administration, and 
to the Veterans' Administration, whose . 
entire report on my bill was in opposi-

tion to my bill, r ask unanimous consent 
to ha.ve printed at this point in the REC
ORD, the report from the VA to the Sen
ate Finance Committee on s. 2985. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AUGUST 20, 1962. 
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is 
made to your request for a report on s. 2985, 
87th Congress. 

The bill would liberalize eligibility for, 
and authorize generally higher rates of, pen
sion for veterans of World War I. 

Title 38,. United States Code, section 521, 
authorizes permanent and total non..:service
connected disability pension for otherwise 
qualified veterans of World War I, World War 
II, and the Korean con:fllct. Permanent total 
disability is determined on a very liberal 
basis. Although age alone is not a basis for 
entitlement, it is considered in association 
with d1sab111ty and unemployability in de
termining permanent and total disability. 
For example, at age 65, such rating will be 
assigned to a veteran with a permanent 10 
percent disability if he is unable to follow 
substantially gainful employment by reason 
of the disability. As of December 1961, the 
average age of World War I veterans was 
67.6 years. 

As you are aware, the pension program 
was the subject of extensive study by the 
executive and legislative branches, culminat
ing in Public Law 86-211, effective July 1, 
1960. The revision retains the requirements 
of disability and need for the payment of 
veterans' pension, providing benefits on a 
sliding scale, giving the greatest amount of 
·pension to those in the greatest need. For 
veterans unmarried or without a child, the 
monthly rates range from $40 to $85 depend
ing upon yearly income which may not ex
ceed $1,800. For veterans married or with 
a child or children, the monthly rates range 
from $45 to $100 depending upon the num
ber of dependents and annual income which 

·may not exceed $3,000. The applicable rate 
is increased. by $70 monthly for veterans in 
need of regular aid and attend.a.nee. 

The new graduated pension system super
seded the old program effective July 1, 1960. 
The new law, however, contained a savings 
provision (sec. 9) permitting persons on the 
pension rolls on June 30, 1960, who do not 
elect to receive pension under the new law, 
to continue to receive pension under the old 
law so long as they can qualify thereunder. 

The enactment of S. 2985 would revoke 
World War I veterans' entitlement to cur
rent pension payments under 38 United 
States Code 521 and would provide new rates 
of pension and incoma limitations under that 
section for these veterans. The basic rate 
of pension under the bill for veterans of 
World War I who are permanently and totally 
disabled from non-service-connected dis
ability would be $75, increased to $90 at age 
65 or when the veteran has been rated per
manently and totally disabled for an aggre
gate period of 10 years. A veteran who re
quires aid and attendance would receive 
$150. Each of these rates would be further 
increased by 10 percent for a veteran who 
served outside of the continental limits of 
the United States for a period of at least 
30 days during World War I. Under the bill, 
a World War I veteran would be deemed to 
be permanently and t9tally disabled upon 
reaching the age of 65 years. This provision 
would, in effect, establish for veterans of 
World War I, to the exclusion ol veterans ot 
later wars-, a service pension at age 65 if they 

meet the other requirements of law relating 
to income and length and character of serv
ice. Pension would not be payable to an 
unmarried veteran whose annual income ex
ceeds $1,800 nor to any married veteran or 
any veteran with children whose annual in
come exceeds $3,000. 

Other provisions of title 38, United States 
Code, governiiig; payment of pension, such 
as length of servi~e, type of discharge and 
method of comp~ting income, would not be 
changed and, would be for application under 
s. 2985, if enacted. 

It does not appear. the bill, if enacted, 
would affect the eligibility of World War I 
veterans to continue to receive pension un
der the savings provision of section 9 of 
Public Law 86-211. They could, of course, 
elect to receive pension under this bill if 
otherwise eligible. It further appears they 
could reelect if they so desire and can qualify 
under the law iri. effect on June 30, ,1960 .. 

S. 2985 would revert to the all-or-nothing 
principle of prior laws, which Public Law 
86-211 sought to correct. In addition, it 
would benefit most those who are least in 
need, and would, in some instances, provide 
a lower rate of pension than is provided 
under existing law for those who are most 
in need. This is apparent from the attached 
chart which compares pension rates and an
nual income limits under 38 United States 
Code 521 and S. 2985. I believe the rate 
structure provided by existing law is more 
equitable than that proposed by the bill. 

I question the wisdom of granting a pref
erential pension rate based solely on serv
ice outside the continential limits of the 
United States. As a general rule, a person 
has no control over the locale of his military 
service. Usually a serviceman ls assigned 
to duties in which military authorities con
sider he can make the greatest contribution 
to the war effort without regard to "the area 
in which he will perform such duties. 

It is estimated that enactment of the bill 
would result in greater pension payments 
than authorfzed under existing law in 957,800 
cases, and lesser payments in 27 ,200 cases 
during the 1lrst year. The net additional 
cost for that year would be approximately 
$192,170,000. It ls estimated that the cost 
would increase for the next 3 years when it 
would reach $207,876,000 and would remain 
at that figure the following year. These esti
mates cannot be considered firm because 
actual experience indicating the effects of 
Public Law 86-211 is still incomplete. Never
theless, they are believed to be in the proper 
magnitude. 

Enactment of S. 2985 ·may well stimulate 
requests for a similar pension, or for an in
crease in pension rates, for veterans of World 
War II or the Korean confiict who are cur
rently eligible for pension on the same basis 
as World War I veterans. It might also 
result in requests for increased rates in the 
death pension programs for widows and chil
dren. We believe, therefore, that your 
committee will desire to give careful con
sideration to the far-reaching effects of the 
proposal. 

For the reasons indicated, I recommend 
that the bill be not favorably considered. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau 
of the Budget that enactment of s. 2985 
would not be in accord with the program of 
the President. The Bureau further advises 
that there is no objection to the submis
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely, 
W. J. DRIVER, 

De_Puty Administrator. 

Mr. MORSE. I · wish to stress that we 
are dealing with an elderly group. We 
are dealing with a limited group of elder
ly persons, those who do not -earn more 
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than $1,800 if unmarried, and $3,000 if 
married. They are entitled to better 
care than they are receiving under wel
fare programs. They are entitled to the 
justice of the Morse bill. 

We also need to keep in mind the moral 
obligation we owe those men; because, 
considering every war since World War I, 
the World War I veterans are the for
gotten veterans of America. It is per
fectly clear· that the World War I vet
erans have never received the benefits 
which veterans of other wars have re
ceived, including wars before World 
War I and World War II and the Korean 
war. 

When we speak about a pension which 
is to be given veterans having low in
come earning, we are talking about pen
sions which will be ·. used to buy the 
necessities of life. We are talking about 
pensions which will be poured immedi
ately into the economic stream of this 
country. They are going to be used to 
buy consumer goods and the necessities 
of life. I am at a loss to understand why 
anyone should hesitate to provide that 
kind of purchasing power to a group of 
old veterans in this country to whom we 
owe so much. 
DOMESTIC NEEDS AS GREAT AS FOREIGN AID NEEDS 

Only yesterday I voted against the for
eign aid bill. One reason why I voted 
against it was that, in my judgment, we 
think too much about seeing to it that 
economic aid is provided to people away 
from our shores, and too little about see
ing to it that economic aid reaches people 
within our own country. 

The Senate yesterday voted, in the for
eign aid bill, hundreds of millions of 
dollars for the benefit of people in for
eign lands. Yet arguments are raised 
about whether we can afford to increase 
pension benefits to the veterans of World 
War . I. I do not care what criterion is 
used to measure our obligation. We can
not afford not to do it. 

If we can vote hundreds of millions of 
dollars for foreign aid, we can afford to 
vote these benefits for the patriotic vet
erans to whom we are so greatly indebted. 

The result of my amendment is not to 
add more veterans to the pension roll; 
it is to eliminate the declining scale of 
the pension under present law. 

Senators know that the higher the in
come under existing law, the smaller the 
pension, until the veteran reaches the 
level of $1,800 a year, if single, or $3,000 
a year, if married. In the first instance, 
he receives $40 a month; under my bill, 
he would receive $75 a month if not yet 
65 and $90 if he is 65 or over. 

If he has a dependent and has an in
come of just under $3,000, he receives 
$45 a month. Under my bill, he would 
receive $75 if under 65, and $90 a month 
if 65 or over. Do not forget that he is 
now receiving a pension plan which 
amounts to nothing but a welfare plan. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ~on
sent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD a table prepared for me by 
the Veterans' Administration coll).paring 
current pension rates with the provisions 
of my bill. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows. 

Comp.arison of pension rates and annual income. limits under 38 U.S.C. 521 and S. 2985 

38 u .s.c. 521-Veterans of World War I, s. 2985, 87tb Cong.-Veterans of World War I 
only World War II, or Korean confilct 

Income Monthly rate Income Monthly.rate 
limit limit 

Single veteran _____ $600 $85. $1,800 $75; $90 age 65 or P. & T. 10 years. 
1,200 $70. $150 aid and attendance. 

$40. The foregoing rates increased by 10 1,800 
$70 additional to foregoing rates percent for foreign service of 30 

days or more. for aid and attendance. 
Veteran and wife 1, 000 $90, 1 dependent; $95, 2 depend- 3, 000. $75; $90 age 65 or P. & T. 10 years. 

ents; $100, 3 or more dependents. $150 aid and attendance. or child or 
children. 2, 000 $75. The foregoing rates increased by 10 

$45. percent for foreign service of 30 3, 000 
$70 additional to foregoing rates days or more. 

for aid and attendance. 

NOTE.-Under sec. 9, Public Law 86-211, World War I, II, or the Korean confilct veterans on pension rolls on 
June 30, 1960, may continue to receive pension at the rates and subject to income limitations applicable at that time·. 
(Income limits: $1,400 if single; $2,700 with dependents. R ates: $66.15 or $78.75 at age 65 or if on pension rolls con
tinuously for 10 years. Aid and attendance rate: $135.45.) 

COST OF PENSION CHANGES suggesting we make available to our 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, any time 

the word "pension" is mentioned, the 
main consideration for many people is 
"how much will it cost?" I do not want 
any misunderstanding that would cause 
Senators or the public to assume that my 
proposal is the same as that pending in 
the House for which cost estimates have 
been publicized. 

Again, I have had the Veterans' Ad
ministration prepare for me a chart 
showing the cost of the present pension 
system for World War I veterans, com
pared to the cost under my bill. As is 
customary, the figures are estimated up 
to the year 2000. 

I suppose most Members of Congress 
will look first to the cumulative total 
at the lower right-hand corner. It shows 
that from 1963 to 2000, the total addi
tional cost of this amendment is esti
mated at $3,240,100,000, about three and 
a quarter billion, in other words. Are 
Senators shocked at that? Here we 
are considering a foreign aid appropria
tion bill which totals $6,781,402,000. 
That is over .a period of 1 year for most 
of it, 5 years for some of it, and some 
of it indefinite. Yet the mutual secu
rity portion alone is $4,422,800,000, more 
than $1 billion more than what I am 

World War I veterans over the next 37 
years. 

When we consider the cost of my bill, 
we are talking in terms of an amount 
which will be spent over 37 years. Yet 
most of the amount provided in the for
eign aid bill which was passed yester
day will be spent in the next year, or the 
next, or the next 5 years. 

Moreover, there is one figure the Vet
erans' Administration chart does not 
show and that is the average yearly in
crement over that period. According to 
my own staff's calculations, over the next 
37 years, my bill would cost the Treasury 
about $87% million more each year than 
the existing law. 

Eighty-seven and a half million a year 
each year for the next 37 years. That 
is what my proposal would cost. Is that 
so extravagant? Is even the total of 
three and a quarter billion so extrava
gant, compared to the extravagance of 
the more than $90 billion we have poured 
into foreign aid since 1946? 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point a table showing 
the estimated cost of the pension pro
gram under existing law, compared with 
the measure I am proposing today. 

There being no objection, the table 
wa~ or.~ered to be printed in the RECORD, 

World War I veterans, non-service-connected disability caseload and cost (estimated), 
fiscal years 1963-2000-Present legislation compared with proposed legislation (S. 2985, 
87th Cong.) showing additional cost 

[In thousands] 

Cost comparison Additional cost of S. 2985, 87th Cong.2 
Present law 1 s. 2985, 87th 

-~-----------------1 Cong. (if 1--- -----------
Fiscal year Cases t 2 

1963 ____ - - - - - - - --- --- - - - - - - - - - --
1964 ____ - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1965 ____ - -- --- - - - - - - -- ---- -- - - - -
1966 ____ - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1967 ____ - - - - - -- -- -- - -- - - - - --- ---
1968 __ __ - - - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - - - -- - -
1969 ____ -- -- - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - -- --
1970 ____ ------- ------------ --- - -
1975 ____ - - - - - --- - - - - -- - - - - - - --- -
1980 ____ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - -
1985 ____ -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- -- -
1990 ____ -- - - - - - .: ___ - - - - - -- - - - - - -
1995 ____ ---- -------------- -- -- --
2000 ____ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -

1,040 
1,080 
1, 110 
1, 125 
1, 125 
1, 120 
1, 115 
1, 110 

712 
374 
150 
45 
14 

5 

Amo wit 

' $1, 030, 000 
1,069,000 
1, 099, 000 
1, 114,000 
1, 114, 000 
1, 109,000 
1, 104,000 
1, 099, 000 

705,000 
370,000 
149,000 
45,000 
14,000 

5, 000 

enacted into 
law) 

(amount) 

$1, 222, 170 
1, 268, 561 
1, 304, 105 
1, 321, 876 
1, 321, 876 
1, 315, 952 
1, 310,028 
1, 304, 105 

836, 563 
439, 107 
176, 717 

53, 315 
16, 587 
5,924 

Specific 
year 

$192, 170 
199, 561 
205, 105 
207,876 
207,876 
206, 952 
206,028 
205, 105 
131, 563 
69, 107 
27, 717 
8,315 
2,587 

924 

5-year period Cumula
tive 

$804, 899 
470,447 
221,365 
80,379 
24,391 
7,946 

$192, 170 
391, 731 
596,836 
804, 712 

1,012, 588 
1, 219, 540 
1, 425, 568 
1, 630, 673 
2, 4315, 572 
2, 906, 019 
3, 127,384 
3,207, 763 
3, 232, 154 
3,240, 100 

Average per year _____ ___ ____ ___ --~- - - -- ---- ~---- -:- .--~ - - - - - ------: - - -- - ----- --- ------ -------------- 87, 570 

th~~;~1:~i:dn~~~~ ~~~ fi~e~f~b1fe'1t'fsi!~:v~dof~~;1 ;0~~o~;~~~~~~t~ame for estimate purposes. Al-
2 Approximately 95 percent of the caseloads would be affected by rate changes, resulting in estimated additional 

costs indicatea. · · . · 
NOTE.-(A) This long-range estimate Is predicnted on the following assumptions and due to the many intangible 

factors involved should not be considered a firm e_stimate but only one of approximate magnitude: (a) Present eco
nomic condi tions wilJ continue, (b) income levels shall consistent.ly remain at latest known ·levels as published by 
Bureau of CensuJ), (c) used ma1ital status for vetera.Qs Jor non-service-connected benefits as determined from actual 
rf~i~;~~~~fb~:O~~~~ro~!Y!i ~~se~~(.J>::;:.nt s.oc!al secur,ity program will co~tinu4:_. and (e) nmµber and age of 

9 0<f~u~~~ ~!~s~21~~es into account World War 1 veterans receiving pension under the savings provisions of sec. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I know 11. Amount of compensation being paid: 

it is unorthodox to o1fer such a meas- $°14,684,ooo monthly, June 1962. 
ure as an amendment to an appropria- ·- 12-. ·Average, amount of compensation: 

· $100.11 monthly, June 1962. 
tion bill. Yet this is the only way I 13. Number <irawing more than $100 
know of to bring ,the subject to ·the at- monthly: 53,ooo, approximately. 
tention of the Senate and of the public. 14. Average age: 68.1 years, June so, 1962. 

There has never been a hearing on this 15. Number who have not applied for bene-
measure as such; yet it has been before fl.ts: We are unable to establish the number 
the Senate since 1957, when I first in- who have not applied. However, of the 
troduced it. I have introduced it in 2,455,000 living World War I veterans, ap
each session of Cong· ress ever since. 1 proximately 1,182,200 are · not now in receipt 

of VA compensation or pension or Depart
think 5 years is long enough to wait for ment of Defense military retirement benefits. 
hearings on any bill. I think the time 16. Number denied pension because of in
has come for the Senate to take action come limitation: We currently estimate that 
on the fioor of the Senate on a bill which approximately 819,700 World War I veterans, 
seeks to do justice to World War I vet- who are now employed at full- or part-time 

jobs and who are not on the VA or Depart-
erans. ment of Defense rolls, have income in ex-

In the other body, Members signed a cess of the existing limitation and might be 
discharge petition which came clese to denied pension should they apply at this 
bringing H.R. 3745 to the House fioor be- time. 
fore hearings were obtained on the gen- Plea~e let me know if I -can be of any fur-

l bj t I h b d · d b ther assistance. era su ec . ave een a vise Y ·very truly yours, 
friends in the House that the only way 
the discharge petition was stopped was J.M. HANJ:-n't:.~zzer. 
to take the bill to hearings; but it has (For and in the absence of John Shylte). 
bogged down on the House side. 

There is not much more time for this Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in its 
issue to be considered at this session of Legislative Newsletter of March 1962, 
Congress. I do not doubt that the op- the Veterans of Foreign Wars called my 
ponents of broader ·pension . provisions proposal "a modest pension bill for vet
know this very well. Time is on their erans of World War I." That is a very 
side, because time is running out for accurate statement about it. 
the veterans of world war I. If the My bill is so modest that I do not be
opponents of the pension bill, to do jus- lieve I can claim the outright endorse
tice to world war I veterans, stall long ment of it by any veterans' organization. 
enough, wait long enough, the problem Those backing a general pension for 
will automatically disappear through World War I veterans are united behind 
the death of the veterans themselves. H.R. 3745, which they db not have a 
But that is an ugly thought, if we will chance to get passed at this session. 
refiect for a moment upon our moral My bill does not go as far as that bill, 
obligation to those veterans. which substantially raises income limits 
. I ask unanimous consent to have and excludes many forms of income from 
· th the computation of income limits. 

printed at this point in the RECORD e The other organizations are less inter-
response I have received from the Vet- ested in World war 1 veterans, since 
erans' Administration iri reply to several their· membership is now drawn more 
questions I asked about the number of 
World War I veterans, the number still heavily from younger veterans. Yet I 
living, and their eligibility for compensa- believe this proposal is indeed a modest 

one. It is fairer to World War I veterans 
tion and pension. than the present pension system; and I 

There being no objection, the letter ask for favorable consideration of this 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, measure. 
as follows: Mr. President, yet I have received 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, many favorable comments and certain 
OFFicE OF CONTROLLER, other supporting evidence and data in 

Washington. D.O., September 12, 1962. support of my proposal. 
The Honorable WAYNE MoRsE, 1 wish to comment briefiy on a letter 
U.S. Senate, · h 
Washington, D.O. dated October 3, 1962, whic I have re-

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: Your August 29, ceived from the director of the national 
1962, letter to Mr. DePrenda of the Congres- legislative service of the Veterans of 
sional Liaison Service has been referred to Foreign Wars of the United States. The 
me for reply. letter reads as follows: 

The answers to your questions on World VETERANS OP FOREIGN WARS 
War I veterans are given in the order in OP THE UNITED STATES, 
which you asked them. NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, 

1. Number who served: 4,744,000. Washington, D.O., October 3, 1962. 
2. Number living: 2,455,000, June 30, 1962. Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
3. Number deceased: 2,289,000, June 30, U.S. senate, 

1962. Washington, D.O. 
4. Number dying every year: 110,000 in DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Your proposed 

fl.seal year 1962. amendment for a separate pension program 
5. Number dying every day: 300, approxi- for the veterans of World War I, which you 

mately. submitted to the Senate on October 1, is of 
6. Number having less than 90 days serv- special interest to the Veterans of Foreign 

ice: 66,000 of those now living. Wars of the United States. 
7. Number drawing pension: l,006,533, For many years, the VFW has been seek-

June 20, 1962. · ing to have the Congress recognize a sepa-
8. Amount o_f pension being paid: $19,554,- rate pension program for the approximately 

000 monthly, Jun~ 1962. 2,300,000 remaining World War I veterans. 
9. Average amount of pension: $79.04 Our most recent national convention adopted 

monthly, June 1962. · several resolutions in the pension field. One, 
-10. Number drawing compensation: 148,--- whfoh speci:flcally addresses itself to the vet-

678, Jun.e 20, 1962. . era.ns. of World War-I, is Resolution No. 246, 

entitled "World War I Pension." Another, 
identified· as No. · 244, · entitled "Liberalized 
Pension Program," would, if approved by the 
Congress, be extremely helpful to the vet
erans of World War I. Copies of these two 
resolutions are attached. 

It is noted that your proposed amendment 
would carry out many of the features con
tained in these two mandates of the VFW. 
Not only would your proposal create a sepa
rate program, but it is noted it would in
crease both the rates and income limitations 
for some World War I veterans. Of particu
lar interest is the provision which states 
that if the veteran served outside the con
tinental limits of the United States for a 
period of 30 days or more during the credita
ble period of service, the monthly rate pay
able to him shall be increased by 10 percent. 
The VFW has long held that the length and 
type of service rendered should be a factor 
in determining the pension rate in the same 
manner that servicemen during the war were 
compensated in accordance with the type of 
service they rendered. 

Without going into all the ramifications 
of your proposed amendment, it should be 
pointed out that many World War I veterans 
are receiving a higher pension under the so
c~lled old pension program a~d the Veterans' 
Pension Act of 1959 (Public Law 86-211) . 

That is the law I discussed in my 
statement on my bill-

The same holds true for many who are 
receiving an additional allowance for aid and 
attendance. A savings clause should, there
fore, be incorporated. In the amendment in 
order to preserve the higher rates paid to 
those already on the pension rolls, and right 
of e1ection. 

It is in there; it provides that they 
shall have the right of election and of 
choice. I have seen to it that they are 
protected. 

Then the letter states: 
The Veterans of Foreign Wars, however, is 

very much in favor of and heartily supports 
the purpose and intent of your amendment 
which would also increase the rates for some, 
and in particular, would recognize oversea 
and combat service by rewarding those vet
erans, if otherwise entitled, a higher pension 
payment. 

Your amendment and efforts to achieve 
this purpose would carry out our longstand
ing mandate for a separate pension program 
for the remaining World War I veterans and 
ts deeply appreciated by the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. 

Sincerely, 
FRANCIS W : STOVER, 

Director, National Legislative Service. 

Mr.· President, attached to the letter 
is a copy of Resolution 246, entitled 
"World War I Pension," and also a copy 
of Resolution 244, entitled "Liberalized 
Pension Program, Public Law 86-211." 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolutions be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 246--WORLD WAR I PENSION 
Whereas the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 

the United States has for many years been 
aware of the growing needs of our aging 
comrades of World War I: and 

Whereas the average age of these com
rades of the First World War now approxi
mates 68 years; and 

Whereas this group constitutes the last 
major group of war veterans, who due to 
lack o! either public or private retirement 
programs, will need such type of separate 
and distinct pension legislation: Now, there
fore, be lt 
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Resolved, by the 63d National Convention 
of the Veterana of Foreign Wars of the United 
States, That we go on record favoring a sep
arate and distinct pension program for the 
veterans of World War I,· incorporating the 
following provisions: · · 

1. That the sum of $100 per month be 
paid to veterans of World War I service, who 
served a period of 90 days · during the pe
riod prescribed as World War I service by 
the various laws and regulations, and such 
service consummated by a discharge under 
conditions other than dishonorable . . 

2. That there be income limitations per
taining to lawful receipt of such pensions 
of $2,400 per annum for a single veteran 
without dependents, and $3,600 per annum 
for the married veteran with one or more 
dependents. 

3. That any retirement or annuities in
come, either public or private hi nature, shall 
not be considered focome in determining the 
eligibility for such pension. 

4. That nothing under this resolution or 
any legislation that is introduced in the 
Congress as a result of this resolution by 
the VFW legislative service, should affect 
any laws or legislation presently in effect, 
to the end that any veteran shall suffer 
reduced amounts of pension as a result of its 
possible passage by Congress. 

5. Monthly rates of. pension payments be 
increased by 10 percent where the veteran 
served overseas during wartime. 

6. This resolution is intended to operate 
as a guideline for the commander in chief 
and the · 1egislative service, and they shall 
be free to support such bill or bills that meet 
these purposes without regard to the figures 
specified. 

Adopted at the 63d Annual Convention 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States held at Minneapolis, Minn., August 
12 through 17, 1962. 

RESOLUTION 244--LIBERALIZED PENSION 
PROGRAM, PUBLIC LAW 86-211 

Whereas the average age of the World 
War I veteran is 68 and thousands of World 
War II veterans are already .in their 60's; 
and 

Whereas there are presently more than 1 
million veterans receiving pension payments, 
of which over 900,000 are veterans of World 
War I; and 

Whereas the pension rates should be in
creased especially for those with the lowest 
income who need the most help; and 

Whereas widows and children of deceased 
v_eterans also are in need of increased pen
sion rates; and 

Whereas the great majority of older vet
erans are over 65 and automatically qualify 
for total disability with only a handful not 
being able to meet pres!3nt disability require
ments; and 
. Whereas there are many cases in which 

unavoidable expenses occur, such as the 
burial expenses of a wife or . child causing 
great hardship on .the veteran; and 

Whereas one of the largest expenditures 
for veterans is medical, dental, and hospital 
bills and should be a factor in determining 
entitlement to pensions since they cut deep 
into the little income a veteran has; and · 

Whereas there are many wives who are 
forced to work in order to maintain the 
family and home and under present law this 
earned income is counted as if it were the 
veteran's income, thereby depriving the vet
eran of part or all of his pen~ion payment; 
and 

Whereas profits realized from the sale of 
a home can be counted as income, thereby 
depriving the veteran of eligibility for pen
sion payments for the year · in which the 
profits are realized; and 

Whereas the Veterans .of Foreign Wars has 
always been the leader for . more liberalized 
a.nd generous benefits, especially for our 
aging comrades: Now, therefore, be if 

Resolved by the 63d National Convention 
of the Veterans of Foreign -Wars of the 
United States, That we seek. congressional 
approval of . the following recommendatlops: 

( 1) Increase the income limitation with 
respect to the lowest and middle income 
groups :under present pension laws. · 
. (2) Increase monthly rates of pension for 

those whose annual income is in the lower 
income groups. 

(3) Increase monthly rates of pension for 
widows and children whose annual income 
is in the two lowest income groups. 

. ( 4) Eliminate disability requirement for 
veterans 65 years of age or over. 

( 5) In determinin~ income. exclude any 
amount paid for the burial expenses of a 
spouse or children. 

(6) In the case of any veteran, exclude 
from annual income the cost of any medical, 
dental, and hospital expenses of the vet
eran, his spouse and children. 
· (7) In determining. annual income, ex

clude all earned income of the spouse. 
(8) In determining income limitations 

any profits from the disposition of real prop
erty not in course of trade or business shall 
not be counted. 

(9) Monthly rates of pension payments 
be increased by 10 pe;rcent where the veteran 
served overseas during wartime. 

Adopted at the 63d Annual Convention of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States held at Minneapolis, Minn., August 
12 through August 17, 1962. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in clos
ing, I wish to state that I said the vet
erans of World War I are the forgotten 
veterans of America. They are the for
gotten veterans of America, as is evi
dent when we compare the benefits they 
have received from the Government with 
the benefits other veterans have received. 

GI BILL NEEDED FOR COLD WAR VETERANS 

I wish to speak of one benefit for World 
War II veterans for which I fought hard, 
along with many other Senators. It is 
known ·as the GI bill of rights. We 
passed that measure, as we should have 
done, for they were entitled to it. In
corporated within the GI bill of rights 
for World War II veterans and Korean 
veterans were the educational features. 
Many thousands of World War II vet
erans had the benefit of the educational 
features of the GI bill of rights. As a 
result, they obtained an education, and 
thereby they were placed in a position 
to earn much more than they could have 
earned if they had not had the educa
tional benefits of that bill. The evidence 
submitted by the Veterans' Administra
tion shows clearly that the educational 
features of the GI bill of rights actually 
have not cost the American taxpayer a 
cent, because those educational features 
have enabled veterans to earn amounts 
much more than they would have been 
able to earn if they had not had such 
education; and thus there is a clear 
showing, on a mathematical basis, that 
the educational provisions of that bill 
are paying for themselves through the 
increased taxes obtain.ed from increased 
earnings. 
· The Senator from Texas [Mr. YAR

BOROUGH], who was in the Chamber a 
moment ago, is very much interested in 
this matter; ~nd he cai;i testify that· the 
hearings which have been. held show pre
cisely what ·I have just now stated. He 
knows that to be tn1e, b~cause, as chair
man of the Veterans Subcommittee he 

took testimony on that point. That sub
committee has jurisdiction over the sub
ject m·atter of tl)e Yarborough GI bill. 

That iS why the Senato·r from Texas 
has been fighting in this Congress for 
the passage of similar legislation, which 
would give similar educational be-nefits to 
the so-called peacetime veterans; and I 
have stood shoulder to shoulder with him 
in fighting for the passage of that bill. 
It is another bill which Congress has not 
yet passed, but it should be passed if 
justice is to be done to the veterans. 
That bill, too, should have a preference 
priority-a priority as high as the one 
my bill should have---over some sections 
of a foreign-aid bill which, in my judg
ment, will involve nothing but waste and 
mismanagement, and will not bring com
mensurate benefits to the American 
people. 

But the veterans bills we are fighting 
for would bring important benefits to 
the American people, as a whole, and 
justice to the veterans, in particular. 

Mr. President, when I say the World 
War I veterans are the forgotten vet
erans of America, I wish to point out 
that we did not give them a GI bill of 
rights or any similar opportunity to 
make increased earnings, so that in their 
old age, thousands and thousands of 
them-who now are in a sorry plight-
would have sufficient funds to maintain 
themselves in health, decency, and com
fort. 
· Mr. President, I ask Senators to come 

with me to the domiciliary homes for 
veterans, across America-for example, 
to the one at Medford, Oreg.-and look 
at those veterans of World War I; and 
then tell me, in answer to the dictates of 
their · own consciences, whether they 
think the people of the United States 
and those of us who have this legislative 
responsibility have done justice to the 
World War I veterans. 

Mr. President, my bill seeks to carry 
out what I con~ider to be a gre_at moral 
obligation; and I plead with the Senate 
to pass the bill or add it as an amend
ment to the pending appropriation bill, 
and then send it to the House of Rep
resentatives. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has 
expired. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. MORSEL My time is up. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOR

DAN of North Carolina iil the chair). 
The time of the Senator from Oregon 
has expired. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield me 1 minute for a 
question? I do not know what is in the 
amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Vir
ginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from Virginia served for 
nearly 2 years in· World War I. He is 
now 75 .Years old. . The amendment 
offered by the Senator from Oregon a 
few days ago · to t~e foreign aid bill pro
vide(! that every veteran of Wor)d War 
I who .was 65 . and over would be deemed 
totally and permanently disabled. That 
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is a little embarrassing to the junior 
Senator from Virginia. Will the Sena .. 
tor from Oregon accept an amendment 
that it does not apply to the junior Sena .. 
tor from Virginia? 

Mr. MORSE. It does not apply to 
the Senator from Virginia, because he 
makes more than $3,000 a year. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I see. I thought 
I was going to be deemed totally and 
permanently disabled. 

Mr. MORSE. We are not forcing it 
on anyone, but it would apply to a World 
War I single veteran who earn less than 
$1,800 a year or a married veteran who 
earned less than $3,000 a year. In the 
name of commonsense and decency, we 
ought to adopt the proposal. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, just 
to make sure, I wish to ask once again 
for the yeas and nays on the motion to 
table which I shall make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I, 
too, happened to have served in World 
war I. I did not achieve much in the 
way of rank. I was discharged finally 
:from the service as a private first class in 
the Marine Corps. I am naturally inter .. 
ested in the welfare of the veterans of 
any war. I know the Senator from Ore .. 
gon has for many years been attempting 
assiduously to bring benefits to the vet
erans of the First World War which he 
thinks they are entitled to; and to give 
to them the consideration which he 
thinks should be theirs in comparison 
with veterans of other wars. 

However, in spite of the fact that the 
Senator from Oregon has been en .. 
deavoring to obtain hearings on the 
measure, or measures similar to it, no 
hearings have yet been held by any com .. 
mittee on the p_roposal. Before any leg .. 
islation of this kind is considered, I 
believe it should have the benefit of pro
longed, detailed, and exhaustive hear
ings, because of the amount of money 
involved. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I agree that there 

should be hearings. I have tried for 5 
years to get hearings, but the commit
tees will not give the hearings. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have stated that 
the Senator from Oregon has tried. I 
thougQt it was for longer than 5 years. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time, and I move that the 
amendment of the Senator from Ore
gon be tabled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
.question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana to lay on the 
table the amendment of the · Senator 
from Oregon. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. . 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MUSKIE (after having voted in 

the aftlrmative>. Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a pair with the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. CARROLL]. If he were 
present and voting, he would vote ''nay." 
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"yea." I therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAR
ROLL], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCAR
THY], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS], and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] are absent on 
official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Fol.
BRIGHT], the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GRUENING], the Senator from Wyoming 
CMr. HICKEY], and the Senator from 
Missouri CMr. LoNG l are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], and the 
Senator from Minnesota CMr. McCAR
THY] would each vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. BOT
TUM], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BUTLER], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MORTON], and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. TOWER] are necessarily ab
sent. 

The Senator from Id2.ho [Mr. JORDAN] 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
CMr. COTTON l are detained on official 
business. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL
LOTT] is absent by ·leave of the Senate 
on official business at the United Na
tions. 

On this vote, the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. TowERl is paired with the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Texas 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Indiana would vote "nay." 

The ·result was announced-yeas 53, 
nays 22, as follows: 

Bartlett 
Beall 
Boggs 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, w. Va. 
Case 
·cooper 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 

Bible 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Church 
Dodd 
Fong 
Ha.rt 

[No. 305 Leg.] 
YEAS-53 

Holland 
Hruska. 
Humphrey 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan, N.O. 
Keating 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Hawaii 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGee 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Monroney 
Moss 

NAYS-22 
Hartke · 
Hayden 
Jackson 
Kefauver 
McNamara 
Morse 
Murp~ 
Neuberger 

Mundt 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Prouty 
·Proxmire 
Robert.son 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis · 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Wiley 
Williams, Del. 
Young, Ohio 

Randolph 
Russell . . 
Smith, Mass. 
Talmadge 
Yarborough 
Yoµng, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING-25 
Aiken Clark 
Allott Cotton 
Anderson Eastland 
Bennett Fulbright 
Bottum Gruening 
Butler Hickey 
Capehart Jordan, Idaho 
Carroll Long, Mo. 
Chavez Long, La.. 

Magnuson 
Mccarthy 
Morton 
Muskie 
Smathers 
Tower 
Wi111ams, N.J. 

So Mr. MANSFIELD'S motion to lay on 
the table the amendment of Mr. MoRsE 
was agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was tabled. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to recon
sider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: 
Mr. President, with reference to my at

tempt to add a pension for World War I 
veterans to the appropriation bill for the 
Departments of Commerce and Justice 
and related agencies, if I had had the 
time to do so, I would have included some 
additional points in my speech. I shall 
add them now, for the RECORD. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Georgia CMr. TALMADGE] came to my desk 
after the vote and expressed words of 
encouragement and appreciation for the 
position I had taken again this year, as 
I have previously, in an effort to do 
justice to World War I veterans. As I 
said during the debate, I have tried for 
5 years to obtain hearings on the bill. 
I shall never be able to understand why 
we have not been able to have some 
hearings held on the pension bill for 
World War I veterans. 

The Senator from Georgia CMr. TAL
MADGE] pointed out to me, as did his 
senior colleague from Georgia CMr. 
RussELL], who is Chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, that under our for
eign aid bill we are paying a very gener
ous pension, a. much more generous one 
than World War I veterans are able to 
collect in the United States, for the 
superannuated soldiers of the Nationalist 
Chinese army on Formosa. 

Oh, Justice, where is your light? Who 
blew out the torch of justice in regard 
to our obligation to World War I vet
erans? How can we justify a foreign 
aid giveaway program to provide 
pensions for Chinese Nationalist soldiers, 
greater largess than we provide our own 
World War veterans? I leave that to 
Senators to answer when they return 
home. . 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I understand 

that while I was absent from the Cham
ber, the Senator from Oregon made 
some kind remarks about the GI cold 
war bill which many of us have been 
sponsoring for years, and also about my 
support of the amendment of the Sena
tor from Oregon on behalf of World War 
I veterans. I voted against the motion 
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to table the Marse. amendment. to pro
vide pensions for World Wai" I veterans, 
and thereby voted far the pension$ for 
World Warl veterans~ · 

One of the main reasons why l sup
port pension payments for World War 
I .veterans is that there was no GI bill 
for World War I veterans. When the 
World War :J: veterans returned home, 
the traditional saying is that they 
peddled apples on street · comers. The 
good jobs had gone to those who bad not 
entered the niinta& service,. but: had 
stayed h-0me and quaDfied for the new 
job~ in a changed technoerac.y. 

A farsighted Government, a far
sighted Congress, remedied tbai situa
tion after World War JI by passmg a 
GI bill of rights which provided for re
·adjustment training, the- pmpose of the 
GI bill being to train for the new civilian 
life·, not to provide a bonus. By that 
legislation, 15 % million veterans of 
World War JI had available to them 
various devices for readjustment.. One 
was loans for homes, another pro\l'i:sion 
'loans for business, o:r loans for farms 
·or ranches,, or grants for education. Of 
those 15% mfilio.n, 7Jl0'0,.00() went to 
school. 

Then Congress passed a. GI. bill for 
'veterans of the Korean confiict. Of the 
4% million veterans of that war. half of 
thei:n went to school under a GI bill. 

We are now in -a .. cold war."' we· have 
no GI bill to retrain the "cold war"' 
veterans. Are we to make apple peddlers 
out of th~m. as we did the veterans of 
World Warr? Are they to face a situa~ 
tion in the· future which the veterans 
·of World War I faced?' 

I think it would be an act of simple 
justice to provide some benefits for the 
veterans of World War I. to make up for 
the failure Of the- Government. ro gm 
them educational training after World 
War I. There was no precedent for such 
trainil:tg for veterans at that time. But 
there is: no excuse for failing now to 
·provide pensions, tor World War 'I vet
·erans -now and to provide readjustment 
-training for the -veterans of the cold wari, 
'because we have learned by expe:rienee 
with the veterans of World · ·war II 
and the Korean war 'the · benefits, not 
merely to the veterans, but. also -to the 
Nation, of providing young present... 
day veterans of the cold war with re
adjustment training. 

With this great example before us. I 
think Congress is ":fiddling while· Rome 
-burns," when it lets millions of veterans 
of the cold' war come out. of the seniee 
untrained, lagging behind the times, 
while their contemporaries who did not 
serve have gone. on and trained in the 
new technocracy for jobs, are getting the 
good paying jo~ and are leaving the 
cold war veterans behind in the battle 
of- !if e. · · - · - _ -

I think tJte. bill' to provide a. pensiOn .for 
·veterans c>f ·world War· I is an act· of 
·economic justice. I regret to Sa.J' that 
the g:reatest ~conomic injustice· is·to the 
·veterans of the cold war. w~o are. not 
: being- trained in such a. way" as ·.to a.void 
.a. repetition of tlie World War .:r story, 
. because now we know what happened .to 
the veterans- of -World War I, and we 

should n_ot stand by ~ see it happen 
again to these cold war veterans. 
· i thank the dfstingufshed Senator frOm 
Oregon fo-r his k~ remarks about. iny 
work. on the GI bill and my suppart of 
his amendment. I supported it because 
:r believed it to be an aCtof jUS.tice. 
. M'r. MORSE. Mr. President. I . agree 
with everything the Senator from Texas 
has said. If it is onr prtvi1ege to- serve 
again in this body beginning in January 
l963, I shalt ask the ·senator from Texas 
to-cosponsor with me a World War.I vet
erans' p.ension bill, because I shall intro
duce such a bill and try to have early 
action taken on it next year. 

This yea:r, the momentum was behind 
the bill on the Hou5e side. It turned out 
that nothing came of the bill over there. 
But we were late in offering it on the 
noor here because I did not. want to 
j.eopardize any chance of discharging it 
from committee in the other body. 

My suggestion is that come next Jan
uary. if both of ns are .P:tivileged to con
tinue to serve here, the senator from 
Texas and I introduce. in the very fi:rst 
days of the session. a World War I pen
sion bill, that we Jri:ess for- aetfon, and 
that we wait a reasonable time for the 
committee to give us a hearing. If we 
are not to be gi,ven a hearing, I propose 
that we then begin to seek the support 
of Members of the Senate to move to 
discharge the- committee from the con
sideration of the bill, for the committee 
has kept. similar bills bottled up for 5 
long yea:rs. I do not, inte-nd t.o go 
through another session of Congress with 
such a ·bm bottled up in committee... I 
shall give . the committee a rearonable 
time to hold hearings. and make. a. repor_t 
on the bill. If the committee does not 
_wish · to- hold hearings. and. report. on the 
bill,. I shall ery early in the. next session 
9f Congress avail myself of the privi
lege to move to dtscliarge the committee 
from the consideration of the . bill. I 
.shall notify the Senator from Texas and 
hope that.he will join with me in that 
parliamentary move: 

The·Senatur·from Texas can count on 
me·to·be-a cosponsor again. if' ram here, 
9f his GI };>ill, which -seeks to provide GI 
,education and training benefits for vet
erans now coming out of the Armed 
Forces. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH; I thank the 
Senator from Oregon and congratulate 
him on his. leadership. Come January, 
if I am here. I ·plan to reintroduce the 
cold war GI.bill; 51 Senators sponsored 
the bill this. year. 

The draft law will expire next July. 
I wonder if. come next. year, Congress 
will say to the young men who will be 
pulled out of their normal lives, "We are 
going. to make you serve. but we will not 
let you go to school when you are dis: 
charged:• That will Pe one of the issues 
in the n-ext Congress. 

Mr. JAVITS. :Mr. President, I ha.~ 
had printed two ·amendments, which are 
at the desk.. · I have: oifered neither of 
them~ 

One amendment.relatesto the engrn.v
ing··by the-Bure® of Engraving _of the 
portFait;. of-the Chief · .Justice of the S1:r 
preme Court, in accordance with a time• 

ho:o.ored custom going back to 18.73. I 
do hot :teei': tliat this m the Jdnd of 
measure' \Vb.tch shOuld be pressed as an 
~enmnent~ I. .· feel 'th8.t ' the, request 
should pr0perly come .from the Bureau 
of the Budget, following the longstand
ing tradition in which this has been done 
for Chief Justices of the Supreme Court. 
Incidentally, this is a. practice which has 
paid for itself through the purchases of 
prints of the engraving by the public. 

I shall refrain from offering the 
amendment. but I req11est the Bureau of 
the Budget to consider the introduction of such an item into the pro.posed budget 
for next year. 
. S~ond, Mr. President.. :r had printed 
an amendment with respect to increas
ing the sum allowed by the committee 
for the informational media guarantee 
fund from $1 mfllion to $.1.5 minion. I 
am satisfied that such an amendment 
probably would not: carry~ I am satisfied 
also that: the committee will approach 
the&e discussions in eonferenee. with the. 
other body with the utmost: :faiTness. 

I made a speech this morning in which 
l pointed out that the big problem in 
the USIA was that It. was altogether tco 
narrowly confined In what we were ask
ing for and in its general design. I said, 
and I repeat. that :r thought P6Werful 
Uncle Sam had a pipsqueak voice be-
cause we were not asking for an. that 
was needed to do the job commensurate 
with $50 billion for defense and about 
$5 billion for foreign aid. 

But that problem will nat. be corrected 
by what I might or might: not. be able to 
do on these small amounts.. Therefore, 
'l have · decided to leave that question· to 
the conference. 
' The PRESIDING OFFICER The bi11 
is open to further amendment. n there 
be no further amendment, to be proposed, · 
the question is on the. etigrossmenl. of 
:the amendment.$ and . the tilird reading 
of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
·engrossed, ·and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H.R. 12580) . was read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President. I 
move tha.t the vote by which the bill was 
J>asSed be reconsidered. · 

·Mr. MANSPIELD . . Mr: President, I 
move to Jay that motion on. the table. 
: · The motion to lay on. the table was 
.agreed to. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President~ I 
-move · tha~ the Senate insist upon its 
amendments . and request a. conference 
with the House of Representatives there
on, and that the Chair appoint the con-
1erees on the part of the Senate. 
· The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McCLEL
'LAN, Mr. Bl.UNDER, :Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. 
'HOLLAND, Mr. F1JI.BRr~ Mr~ MANSJnELD', 
.Mrs. S111m of Maine~- Mr .. SALTOJllSTALL, 
Mr. MUNDT, and Mr. HRUSKA, coilferees 
on . the part' of" the Senate_ · 

POSTM SERVICE · AND FEDERAL 
: EMPLOYEES SALARY AC'r OF 
~ 1962'-CONFERENCE .. · REPORT 
r. Mr. - JOHNSTON. Mr,.. - ~eside.ut, · I 
submit.~ report-of ·th~ .OOmmit.tee of con.-
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f erence on the disagreeing votes ·of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 7927) to adjust 
postal rates, and for other pw·poses. I 
ask unanimous consent for the present· 
consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
<For conference report, see House pro

ceedings of Oct. 5, 1962, p. 22570, CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to report that the House 
conferees accepted the Senate bill with
out major change. 

The Senate agreed to a small addi
tional increase on the advertising portion 
of second class publications subject to 
zone rates. The. additional increase 
agreed to amounts to two-tenths of 1 
cent per pound in zone 1 through 6 to be 
effective in the final stage of the rate 
adjustment. 

Another change agreed to by the Sen
ate conferees would exempt mail of the 
third class by nonprofit organizations 
from the increase called for in the Sen
ate bill. 

These changes somewhat offset each 
other insofar as total additional rev
enue is concerned. Thus, the addi
tional revenue produced by the bill will 
remain slightly above $600 million per 
year when all provisions become fully ef
fective. 

The conference was conducted in a 
most congenial atmosphere. I commend 
the conferees on the part of the House
Chairman TOM MURRAY, JAMES MORRI
SON and ROBERT CORBETT-for their atti
tude and diligence in this connection. 
Also, I wish to express my appreciation 
to the Senator from Oklahoma CMr. 
MoNRONEY] and the Senator from 
Kansas CMr. CARLSON] for the tremen
dous help they were in bringing this 
matter to a successful conclusion. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the 

distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina for his leadership on the bill and for 
the work which he, as chairman of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, has performed on various pro
posed legislation for 18 months. 

We now have rolled into one bill a 
measure to adjust postage rates and 
another measure to adjust the salaries 
of Federal classified employees, postal 
employees, and legislative employees, and 
to raise by 5 percent the annuities paid 
to retired Federal employees. 

The bill is a good and fair bill. To 
adjust salaries exactly among 1,600,000 
Federal employees is an almost impos
sible task. In any group we would find 
someone who could say, "I did not receive 
my fair share." 

The subject is exceedingly compli
cated. The distinguished chairman 
heard representatives of publishing com-

panies. He heard representatives of the 
Federal employees. He heard repre
sentatives of the Government. I have 
never seen a chairman preside with 
more patience at hearings that took 
place month after month. The Civil 
Service Commission experts sat in at the 
committee meetings. The Senate staff 
worked with the committee. The Post 
Office Department had its experts pres
·ent. All of them worked for many 
months on the bill in an attempt to bring 
justice to each employee and justice to 
the users of the mails, and to report as 
fair a bill as could be written. 

It might be said that the bill is fair to 
one but is unfair to someone else. Scal
ing the complicated tables of pay with 
the complicated charges for postal serv
ices was a very difficult problem. It 
would require a superhuman person to 
say that the bill provides exact justice to 
everyone. 

I compliment the staff that worked so 
many months with the committee. I 
commend the patience of the committee 
chairman and the other members of the 
committee who worked with him in 
bringing to the Senate such a just bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Texas for his 
remarks. I point out to Senators that 
the House did not pass any pay-raise bill. 
The House of Representatives did not 
cross a "t" or dot an "i" that had not 
already been crossed or dotted as passed 
by the Senate. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Sena~r yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, all is 

weff that ends well. Although the raise 
in pay is not what the postal workers 
and the Government employees thought 
they should have received, the increase 
given is certainly an earnest expression 
of the good faith of the Congress to try 
to do justice for them. 

Even more significant is the fact that 
the workers were very disquieted about 
joining the pay raise bill with a bill that 
would raise postal rates. We should 
congratulate the committee chairman 
for having carried off that procedure 
successfully. There was disquietude 
about it and great worry. Many of us 
were besieged to bring about a separa
tion of both parts of the bill. The chair
man of the committee asked us to go 
along with his proposal as the way to do 
it. We did. 

The chairman is entitled to the credit 
that is due for having successfully car
ried off something which was difficult, 
and about which many had grave dis
quiet. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Sena
tor from New York for his remarks. Be
fore we decided to take that action I 
took the matter up with the White 
House. I was told that in view of the 
lateness of the season, it was thought 
best that the two measures be combined. 
The administration agreed with the 
proposal, and the two measures were 
considered together. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 

Mr. · BUSH. While the committee was 
.considertng the postal rate measure, I be
lieve some of the companies which manu
facture metered mail equipment solicited 
the interest of the committee in the mat
ter of rounding out the rates for third
class mail to the nearest mill rate. This 
is very important to the manufacturers 
of the metered mail machines, which ac
count for more than half of the mailing 
that is done in respect to this class of 
mail. It would not only be a severe 
handicap to those companies, but also 
to the users of the metered mail ma
chines, if this were not done. I should 
like to ask the Senator what the com
mittee's attitude was in this connection, 
and what I can tell those people. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
glad to report to the Senator from Con
necticut that that subject was not taken 
up in the committee, nor was it taken 
up by the members of the committee, 
even before the bill was passed in the 
Senate, and we found ourselves in the 
position of agreeing between the House 
and the Senate. For the Senator's fur
ther information, representatives of the 
companies came to see me and discussed 
the subject with me after the conferees 
were appointed. I am glad to report to 
the Senator the further fact that they 
returned later and said they had arrived 
at an adjustment with the administra
tion so that they could live under the 
bill. 

Mr. BUSH. In other words, the ad
ministration and the Post Office Depart
ment have given assurance that admin
istrative action can solve this problem. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. They can solve the 
problem to such an extent that it will 
not cause too much inconvenience to the 
manufacturers of the machine. 

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator for 
that assurance. It is very helpful to the 
people who have such an interest in the 
subject. I ask unanimous consent that 
the schedule showing what they think is 
necessary in connection with rounding 
the rate out to the nearest mill be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Proposed fractional postal bulk rates rounded 

to nearest whole mill 
[One-half mill and above being taken as 

1 mill, and values less than one-half mill 
being dropped] 

FRACTIONS 
Regular: Nonprofit 

2% cents _____________________ 1%6 cents 
2% cents _____________________ 1% cents 
2% cents _____________________ 1\1.6 cents 

MILLS 
2.6 cents _____________________ 1. 3 cents 
2.8 cents _____________________ 1. 4 cents 

2.9 cents--------------------- 1. 4 cents 
The above proposals do not represent any 

substantial changes in rates. For example, 
in the third year the ultimate third-class 
bulk rate would be only 0.87 percent above 
the fractional rate proposed. On 200 pieces 
of mail (the minimum required for bulk 
use), the added amount is 5 cents-$5.80 for 
postage as opposed to $5.75. This advances 
au the rate of only 25 cents (for each $28.75 
of postage) , for each thousand pieces. 
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In the first year. there. would be a slight 
reduction m the regular rate--0.95 percent; 
the second year tt wouicf ad?ance- by 1.8 per
cent; then the ultimate rate Cl.87 percent, -as 
shown above. but in an cases the change is 
so slight as.- to be n .egligible. This same· pat• 
tern would be followed in tlle nonpro:fit 
rates, except. that;, in. the third year the 1 ~4 

cents would represent a reduction of 2.6 
percent. 

PITNEY-BOWES, INC. 
STAMFORD, CC>NN. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. I wanted to be sure that 

I understood that the conference report 
carries in it the provision with respect 
to the youthful survivors, ?It to 21 years 
of age, and that they will be able to con
tinue their studies under that survivor 
provision. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The House accepted 
that provision. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the 
chairman. It is a reform that has been 
long overdue. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Very little money is 
involved. It is an equitable way of han
dling the problem. It involves students 
going to school, up to 21 years of age, 
and some even older, where the families 
pay more than half. and they are able 
to deduct that amount from their income 
tax. We thought it was only the nght 
thing to do. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I join my 
colleagues in the Senate in commending 
the Senator from South carolina [Mr. 

· JOHNSTON} and our other Senate col
·1eagues for the work they did in confer
. ence on the postal bill. In my opinion, 
postal rate increases have no place in 
the bill. I did my best to try to have 
the postal rate and postal pay. sections 
separated. I voted for the bill as it 
passed in the Senate and went to con
ference. I thought that the features of 
the bill that µrovided for Jong overdue 
pay increases to Federal employees out:-

; weighed the postal rate disadvantages 
of the bill. 

However, even in the debate on the 
conference report. for which I shall vote, 
there ought to be legislative history made 
this afternoon, for future reference to 
the effect that it is not the intention on 
the part of the chairman of the com
mittee, as he has told me in ·our other 
debate on the· subject. to make the tying 
together of the postal rates and postal 
pay a precedent in any way. Am I cor
rect in that position? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator is en
tirely correct. I believe that when em
ployees are justified in having their pay 
increased, they should ha.ve an increase, 
regardless of whether the- postal revenue 
is enough to give them the raise. I feel 
the same way about postal employees 
as I do about any other employees of the 
Government. 

Mr. MORSE. Passage of the bill and 
the adoption of the conference report 
relating to the bill, which includes both 
postal rate increases and pay increases, 
will nevertheless be argued by some per
sons in the future as a precedent. I am 
hopeful that the colloquy between the 
chairman of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service and conference 
committee and the senior Senator from 

Oregon on the subject. of tying the-two 
together wm be helpful in the -future .in 
rebutting the _argument. of those who 
might claim that here was a connection. 
.and that it should . be considered a 
precedent. 

We all know that in the determination 
of legislative intent. whether it is before 
a governmental agency or be! ore a 
court. what the chairman of the commit
. tee says. has great weight with the tri
.bunal that passes judgment on the issue 
of congressional intent. Therefo1-e, I 
am pleased to participate in the making 
of this legislative history at this time. 

I will: vote for the conference r .eport, 
as I voted for the bilL I again con
gratulate the Senator from South Caro
lina and his colleagues in the conference 
for doing a remarkably good iob with 
what at best was a rather bad situation 
because of the fact. that, both postal 
rates and pay raises were considered in 
the same bill.. We have helped the REC
ORD with this colloquy_ 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am in accord with 
the Senator from Oregon. I should like 
to call one :further :fact to the attention 
o1 the Se11ator from Oregon. If he will 
check the RECORD he will see that the 
House had not allowed any p~ increases 
in its bill. I am not being critical of the 
House, but I believe some of the. figw-es 
in . the bill frightened them.. At any 
ra.te, the House had not passed a PB¥
i-aise bill. Consequently, we bad to tie 
the pay provision to a bill already in the 
Senate in order to get; any pay increases 
for Government employees. Only in 
this manner were we able to obtain pay 
increases. 

, l do not want anyone to think that I 
agree-with. the fact that we ought. to have 
sufticient money in the Post omce- De
partment. in the form of postal revenue, 
to offset. whatever increases are neces
sary to give· postal employees a pay raise. 

We must remember that that. money 
does not go into a. separate fund; it- goes 
int.o the general t1md. and is then paid 
out to, the Department. There is no 
connection whatever between pay in
creases and rat.e increases. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
·very much. I understood the parliamen,.. 
tary situation completely. The Senator 
from South Carolina explained it to me 
in detail when the bill was befe>re the 
Senate. He was confronted with the 
situation that if we were to get any pay 
increases for our employees, it was neces
sary to do it by way · of the route- that 
the Senator traveled. I understood 
that. That is why, as I have said, I 
voted for the bill, because I thought the 
important thing was to assist Govern
ment employees wh~were involved in the 
pay section of the bill. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, as a 
member of the conference between the 
House and Senate on the postal and 
classified pay and postal rate bill, I sup-

. port the conference report. I sincerely 
hope it wm be unanimously adopted by 
this body. It has been my privilege to 
serve on the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service for many years. I do 
not believe a piece ·of proposed legisla
tion has ever been prepared by our com
mittee and reported t;o. the Senate which 

had more thorough study and received 
more. research than the bill which was 
.reported to the Senate last week. 

Mt.er having attended. many ~onfer
ences between the Senate and the House, 
I believe I can say that this was the 
finest conference which representatives 
·of the Senate ever had with the House_. 
r believe that the chairman of our com
mittee will fully -agree with me as to 
that . 

I am . pleased that we could return to 
the Senate with a bill which provides 
increases in pay for Federal employees 
generally. r am pleased alsQ that it 
was possible to provide a postal rate in
crease which I believe is satisfactory. 
The committee did much work on the 
-bill during the many weeks of hearings. 
I know of no bill that has had as much 
study as has this bill. 

I am pleased that it was possible for 
us to include a provision for increased 
·benefits and payments for Federal re
tired workers. These two phases with 
respect to retired workers were accepted 
without change. 

-There were some changes m the postal 
provisions of the-bill, but not many. One 
with which I am pleased, which was 
made yesterda;y. provides for the elimi
nation of profits from the· third-class 
rate. This takes care of veterans' or
ganizations, churches, and philanthropic 
organizations. Previously, the second .. 
class section, dealing with nonprofit 

· groups, was taken care of on the :ftoor of 
the Senate. 

The bill wm raise substantial money 
-for the Pust Office Department. How
ever. no doubt we shall be confronted 
with a similar situation within another 
year or two. I hope that at the nex-t 
session we can have the benefit of a study 
made by a commission. and that sub
stantial funds wm be made available to 
it. so that it will make a thorough study 
of the operations of this Department. 

·It is becoming one of the largest agen
cies of the·Govemment, second only to 

· the Department of Defense. This De
partment spends billions: of dollars, an~ 
has many thousands of employees. 

Such a study definitely should be made 
for the benefit of Congress. so we shall 
not be C(>nfronted with another request 
for a postal rate increase without hav-
ing that study before us. r think we 
have reached about the top of the ·postal 

- rates which our people should be re
quired to pay; and I hope very much 
that the study wm be made next year. 

Mr. President, at this time I wish to 
:pay a tribute to the distinguished chair
man of the committee and to the other 
members of the committee who worked 
so diligently on the biU. I think it is 
a high point in legislation dealing with 
postal rates and pay. Certainly the 
members of the staff also are entitled 
to much credit for the fine bin which 
has been brought before the Senate. I 
am pleased to support it. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, as a mem
ber of the Senate Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee I would like to com
pliment the Senate conferees, the senior 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON]., the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY}, and the 
senior Senator from Kansas EMr. CARL-
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S&Nl on their accomplishments. · upmi 
meeting with the Bouse conferees. on 
H.R. 7927. -_ I llOte that the conference 
. report. on .. this bill does not substantially 
.change the bill as p~d b¥ this bOdy 
on September 21. 19.6a. . 

The peeple ot the State of -Hawaii 
will be particula:rly pleased that the con
ferees saw fit to keep an amendment I 
made to H.R. 7927 which. restores the 
weight and size limitation of parcel past 
mat.te.r mo.ving betwee~ Ha.wail. Alaska, 
and thei:r sister States. 

For 3 years the individuals. · and busi
ness establishments of the States of 
Hawaii and Alaska have can:ied a bur
den imposed by an arbitrary postal rul
ing. The Post Office Department recag.
nized. this. and consequentlY concurred 
in my amendment. The people of 
Ha.wall are g.ratefuI to the Senate for 
their consideration in this matter. 

Mr.. President. .. r · voted for this bill 
when it came out of committee. Al
though I do not agree with every pro
vision it contains I feel it is an excellent 
piece of legislatiCi>n., and am pleased to 
ha.ve bad the opportunity to assist in its 
production.. I urge that the Senate vote 
its passage as now reported by the able 
S-enate Post omee and Civil Service 
Committee chairman rMr. JOHNSTON]. 

The PRESIDING OFPTCEB (Mr. 
Donn in the chair) . The . question is on 
agreeing ta the conference report. -

The rep.art. was agreed tO. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

move that the vote by which the: report 
was agreed to be. Jreeonsidered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pl'esident., I 
m&ve to lay on· the table the motion to 
reconsider. 

The motion · to Jay ·_on the table w.as 
agreed to. · 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A messaie from -the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks.. aiinOunced that the 
House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill (S. 3389) to promote the foreign 
commerce of the United States. through 

· the use of mobile trade fairs, disagiieed 
. to by the Senate; agi-eed to the confer
ence asked by the Seriate on the dis
agreeing vutes of the two House's thereon. 
and that M~. ~, Mr. D<>wNINa, Mr. 
CASEY',. Mr. MAILLIARD, -and Mr. PEU.Y 

. were appainted managers on the part of 
-the House at the eonference. 

INVESTMENT BY CERTAIN BANKS 
IN CORPORATIONS PROVIDING 
CLERICAL SERVICES 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President., · I 

ask unanimous consent that. the Senate 
proceed tG the consideration of Calendar 
No. 2.&'U,. House bill 88'14-. ·to authome 
certain banks to invest in corporations 
whose purpose is to provide clerical se-n
ices for them. and for other purposes. 

I make this. request. because of the fact 
that agreement has. been reached., as I 
understand;. among the Senators · in
volved. in regard to a satisfactory 

. amendment which will be o«ered,, l be
lieve. by the- Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. PROXMIRE]. 

CVIlI-1387 

· "rhe PRF.SIDlNG OFFICER. ls the:e 
objection? 

There being .no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bil! <RR. 88'H> 
to authorize certain banks- to invest In 
corporations whose p\D1)Clse is to provide 
clerical services for them, and f.ar other 
purposes-. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President.. I 
ask that the time available for ,consider
ation of the amendment be limited to to 
minute&-:5 minutes-to be under the con
trol of the Senator from. Wisconsin [Mr. 
PROXMIRE] and 5 minutes. to be under 
the control of the senator fi:om Vi-rgini-a 
CMr. RoBERTSONIL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is. there 
objection.'l Without objection,. ft is s_o 
ordered. 

Mr . . .JAV1TS. M:r. President, I should 
like to have some time on this measure, 
too. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Certainly. 

UNITED . STATES. BRITISH. AND 
FREN:CH RIGHTS, lN BERLIN 

Mr . .J.AVITS. Mr. President. on behalf 
of myself and the very distinguished 
Senator from Oregon c:Mr. MORSE!. I 
submit. and send to the d~ a concur
rent resolution, and request its appro
ptiate reference:. 

The resolution concerns. the posture of 
the United States in rega-rd to Berlin, 
and is in preciSely the same terms as 
House Concurrent Resolution 570, which 

. was reported today by the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the House. 

The purpose of the resolution.. which I 
shallxead to the.Senate,, is to make clear 
that_ oµr- attention. i& not being diverted 
by the situation fn Cuba. and that we 
equate, in. terms of importance- to Ule 
United States. the position 1'n Berlin 
with the position in Cuba. This resohi
tion is.. in .substance,. along the -same 
.lines as. the resolution on Cuba which 
was wen nigh unanimously adopted by 
both the Senate and-the House Of Rep
resentatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICEB. The 
concurrent resolution will be received, 
printed. and appropriately referred. 

The concurrent resolution (S. eon. 
Res. 9'D was referred to the Committee 

· on Foreign Relations, as follows.: 
Whereas the primary purpose ot the 

United stat.ea in. lta re!atrons. with. all other 
nations is and has. been to develo.p and sus
tain a.. iust and endurtng peace- for all; and 

Whereas it 1a. the purpose of the United 
, States to encour:age and a.upport the estab
lishment of a. free., unified,. and democratic 
Germany; and 

Whereas in connection with the termina
timi. of hostilities in World War ll the 
United States, the United Kingdom. France, 
and the Soviet Union freely entered into 
binding agreements under which the four 
powers have th-e right to remain in Berlin, 
with the right o.£ i~esS' and egresa, until 
the eonel.usion ot a :flnal settlement witb the 
Government o! Germany; and 

Whereas. no such final settlement has 
.. been concluded by the four . powers and the 
afo:rem:entioned agreement& continue in 
force: Now, therefore, be ito · 

Besolveti by the Senate (tit~ Howe oJ Btp
resentati:ves coneurring), That it is the 
sense of the Congress--

(a.) tha.ir the continued exercise: of United 
States, British, and French rights in Berlin 

con&titutes a fundamental political and 
moral purpose.: , 

(b)' _that the ~fted states woufd regard 
'as into!etable any mlatfnn by the Soviet 
Union · dbecUy or tm\ntgb others ot. those 
:rights in Berlln. i:ncludlng the rtgh-& o! 

· ingreSIJ and egress.;. . . . 
(c) '1la~ the United: States .18. determined 

to prevent by whatever means may be neces
sary, including the uae .of. arms, any vmla
tion of those rights by the So-..ziet Union 

-directly or through others, and to fuitlll our 
commitment to the people of Berlfn with 
TeSpec:t to. tlreir res0lve for freedom. 

Mr. JAVITSw Mr. President. I am 
honoi:ed to be joined in the s_ponsorshii:> 
Qf the resolution by. the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE]. 

I believe it most . important that the 
Soviet Union understand that. what we 
say about Cuba. we mean equally about 
BerHn., and that we will not be diverted 
from our purpose by either. . 

Mr. MORSE.. Mi:. President.,, this con
current resolution is most. important, be
cause in my judgment it is. a co.rollary 
of the Cuban resolution. 

Furthermore-,. a$< chainnan oi' the Sub
committee on Latin.;.,Ameriean: Maim,. I 
am very much concerned about some 
propagand~ which is being ~irculated. 
In my judgment~ it fs unfair to the P:resf
dent and to all the people of the United 
States. It is to .the effect that,. in some 
-way, somehow. Be~lin may be .on the 
bargaining table: vis-a-vi& a.Ction- taken 
in connection with Cuba. 

About 10 days ago, I spoke briefiy.on 
·this subject on the floor of the Senate . 
My remarks- were baS'ed upon briefings 
·which I · had received · from. r.esponsible 
~ officials of the administa.tion.. Iil. those 
briefings-~ 1 was assured that there would 

· be·no basis for· any bargain or trade in 
regard to Bertin vis-a-vis Cuba. 
Neverthel~ the :rumors to which I 

have referred have begun to· circulate. 
. Therefore. Mr. President; we owe it 

·to the President to adopt, thm concurrent 
. :resolution. fn order . to s.trengthen his 
hand and to make clear that we bav·e 
no· intention to enter into any trade 
with Khrushchev in i:egard to Berlin. and 
Cuba; that the same .principle af free
dom is at stake in both Berlin and Cuba; 
and that we do not; barter freedom; we 
protect freedom. 

Adoption or the concw:rent resoiutiEm 
will accomplish two- things: First,. it will 
make· very clear our anawer to the rumor 
propaganda being circulated; sec:ond. it 
will show the world that we are behind 
the President in his determination to 
protect freedom in Berlin. . 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President,. I. thank 
the Senator from O.regon for his support. 

RACE RELATIONS AND DISCRIMI
NATION IN MlSSlSSIPPI 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President.. today 
the Wall stl"eet Journal has given us a 
very instructive ~nalysi& in. regard to the 
very serious situation in Mississippi.. I 
think every Senator can read with great 
profit the artide the Wall Street .Journal 
has published. It. fs entitled "Moderates 
Speak. UP-20<> .Top Mi&slssippians Seek 
To Bar Defiance of Cmrrf.& in Pclture:• 
. The article is a. i:eport.. on a meeting of 

200 Mississippi businessmen wha are 
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deeply disquieted by what the defiance 
of law and the ensuing riots mean to the 
people of Mississippi and to the busi
nesses in Mississippi. Of course, these 
businessmen are strongly opposed to 
such a situation. Mr. President, not only 
is this the voice of reason of the citizens 
of Mi.Ssissippi, with all their pride in 
their great State; it is also the voice of 
reason of all citizens of the United 
States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed in full at this point in the 
RECORD, in connection with my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 3, 1962) 
MODERATES SPEAK UP--200 TOP MISSISSIPPIANS 

SEEK TO BAB DEFIANCE OF COURTS IN Fu
TURE-BUSINESSMEN STRIVE To CURB F'uR
THER VIOLENCE, EXERT PRESSURE ON LOCAL 
OFFICIALS-AN EYE ON STATE'S EcONOMY 

(By Nell Maxwell) 
JACKSON, Miss.-At 12 :45 p.m. yesterday a 

meeting broke up in the Crown Room of the 
King Fdward Hotel here. Out poured nearly 
200 of the most prominent citizens of Missis
sippi. 

This meeting may affect the future of race 
relations in Mississippi more than all the 
strife and disorder reported in headlines the 
world over since Negro James Meredith ar
rived at the University of Mississippi campus 
Sunday. The subject discussed by the 
group: How to prevent further bloodshed in 
Mississippi. 

Not one political omcial was invited to this 
gathering of business and professional lead
ers from all parts of the State. The meeting 
marked the first time any sizable group of 
prominent whites µi Mississippi have com
mitted themselves to work publicly for law 
and order and, in effect, for an end to de
fiance of the Federal courts, no matter how 
unpalatable any breaching of Mississippi's 
rigid segregation might be to them. 

In a statement signed by every man at the 
meeting, the group urged "all our mayors 
and local public omcials in every town, city, 
and county to advocate forthrightly and im
mediately the maintenance of law and 
order." 

These white leaders' stand might not seem 
a bold step in most States, but in Mississippi 
it is extraordinary. With responsible busi
ness and professional elements keeping quiet 
until now, the public stage has been occupied 
by extreme and highly vocal segregation 
leaders and their political allies. Thus Gov. 
Ross Barnett a week ago was publicly threat
ening to arrest and jail Federal officials. And 
no influential voice of moderation was heard 
in reply here. 

[In New York, a leading integrationist 
group prepared to wage economic warfare 
against Mississippi. The Congress of Racial 
Equality said it would threaten boycotts 
against manufacturers locating new plants 
in the State, and would challenge in court 
the State's right to Federal tax exemption 
on its bonds.) 

MODERATE SPEAKS UP 
One of the first calming statements from 

a prominent Mississippian came Monday 
morning. W. H. "Billy" Mounger, a rising 
young Jackson businessman who heads La.
mar Life Insurance Co. and a radio and 
television station, went on the air to plead 
for an end to violence. 

"I am not in contllct with the Governor's 
purpose of trying to test the legal and 
sovereign rights of our State," Mr. Mounger 
declared. "But I think it should be done 

. legally, not by violence. And the Governor 
te the only man who can stop the violence." 

The executive also urged obedience to Fed
eral laws. 

Without exception, it appears, responsible 
Mississippians were dismayed by the bloody 
mob scenes in Oxford, home of the univer
sity. "Everyone is shocked and sick over 
the rioting at Oxford," says one Jackson 
executive. 

At least some businessmen in Mississippi 
believe incendiary statements by Governor 
Barnett made the violence inevitable. And 
they fear now that violence has been loosed, 
it may spread. "When they're frustrated by 
the troops at Ole Miss, some extremists are 
apt to turn elsewhere in the State," says a 
Mississippi attorney. "Some crackpot is apt 
to try to bomb a Negro school." 

BANKERS, LAWYERS PRESENT 
Ainong the prime movers who met here 

yesterday to figure out ways to prevent such 
violence were persons whose names carry 
considerable weight in Mississippi. They 
included Nat Rogers, president of Deposit 
Guaranty Bank & Trust Co., the State's 
biggest bank; R. M. Hearin, president of the 
First National Bank of Jackson; R. D. "Bob" 
Morrow, a former State treasurer, and a trio 
of influential lawyers-Chester Curtis, of 
Clarksdale; William Barbour, of Yazoo City; 
and Frank Everette, of Vicksburg. 

These men and others at the meeting are 
powerful in Mississippi. Politicians turn to 
them for support and advice. Even before 
yesterday's gathering, they had been pressur
ing Governor Barnett to adopt a more mod
erate tone. On Monday a Jackson man who 
attended yesterday's meeting confided to a 
friend: "We finally got Ross to issue a state
ment, though it's not as strong as we 
wanted." He referred to the Governor's 
public plea to all outsiders to "go home" and 
to Mississippians "to remain in your homes." 

The business and professional leaders say 
they intend to try to act as a calming in
fluence in their communities. "We're trying 
to get businessmen to urge their employees 
to stay in their hometowns and keep calm," 
explains one of them. "We'll try to pour oil 
on troubled waters. We won't blame any
one for what's past. We just want to bind 

. up our wounds and prevent any more vio
lence." 

WENT ALONG WITH BARNETT 
Why weren't these moderates heard from 

earlier? 
One businessman claims most business ele

ments had gone along with the Governor be
cause they understood he planned only to ex
haust every legal defense. "The Governor 
and his aids gave assurances, accepted. in 
good faith, that no violence would occur," he 
says. But by last Thursday some business 
leaders realized violence was in the offing. 
"By then," this businessman insists, "it was 
too late for any leader of stature to stand 
up and say frankly 'this thing is leading us 
down the road to violence!" 

Whatever the wisdom of their course be
fore the riots broke out, many Mississippi 
businessmen now appear determined to play 
a more active and open role in State affairs. 
Declares W. P. "Pat" McMullan, chairman of 
Deposit Guaranty Bank: "We think this 
thing is going to bring forth a leadership 
from the business community we've never 
had before in Mississippi.'' 

Businessmen here stoutly maintain the 
racial troubles won't have any serious impact 
on business. "It's just one incident, and if 
it ends there it won't be detrimental," says 
C. B. Ryan, president of Storkline, Inc., a 
Jackson prOducer of TV cabinets and other 
wood prOducts. But he adds: "If the vio
lence doesn't stop, nobOdy can tell what the 
result will be." He reports there is ri.o sign 
of tension in his plant, where half the 1,800 

. workers are Negroes. Whites and Negroes 
will continue to cooperate on the job, he 
believes, because they know anything that 

would dist\11'.b the company's operations 
could cost their jobs. 

WOOING INDUSTRY 
In recent years Mississippi has been woo

ing new industry with considerable suc
cess. Last year alone the State attracted 83 
new businesses which provided 7,018 new 
jobs and represented $155 million in capital 
investment. 

It might be assumed that this drive for 
industry would be hampered by the events 
at Oxford. The i·ndustrial development ef
fort of Little Rock, Ark., is still feeling the 
effects of the troubles that accompanied the 
desegregation of Central High School 5 years 

. ago. 
But some Mississippi businessmen insist 

their State's economy won't suffer because of 
the curreQ.t racial crisis. "The basic reasons 
for economic growth are stiU here," says 
Mr. McMullan of Deposit Guaranty. "Essen
tially people will locate plants where they 
can make a profit." Among the basic rea
sons for 'growth the banker lists plentiful 
natural resources-water, timber, and oil
plus "a prideful people who are prepared 
to give 60 minutes work every hour they're 
on the job. And I mean both white and 
colored." 

A low wage level also induces some indus
tries to locate in Mississippi:. And the State 
legislature has been friendly to business in 
recent years, shaving personal and cor
porate income taxes, enacting a stiff right
to-work measure to curb unions and ap
proving a revenue bond plan to finance new 
industries. 

·Joe Bullock, head of the Mississippi agency 
charged with seeking new industry, is opti
mistic. "We're getting more inquiries now 
than ever, and I predict this year we'll have 
more new industries and more expansions 
than last," he declares. 

If Mississippi has made gains, it still has 
a long way to go. Its per capita income of 
$1,233 last year was the lowest in the nation; 
even though it had risen from •733 in 1950, 
it still trailed the U.S. average by a full 
$1,000. Its teachers are the lowest paid in 
the Nation. And in the 195o-60 census de
cade the State population declined by a few 
hundred, to 2,178,141, while the U.S. popu
lation as a whole rose 18.5 percent. Some 42 
percent of Mississippians are Negroes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to 
stress how important it is that Missis
sippi realize the economic importance 
of this subject. Obviously it is of great 
economic importance, because the per 

. capita income of Mississippi is still the 
lowest in the Nation; it is only $1,233, 
which is $1,000 less than the average 
per capita income of the United States. 
These figures are a clear indication of 
the harmful economic effects-in addi
tion to all the other harmful effects
of the situation which has developed in 
that State. The Wall Street Journal 
article indicates clearly some of the very 
harmful effects of the situation which 
has developed there. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, Missis
sippi receives material grants, including 
grants for aid to education, from the 
U.S. Government. The University of 
Mississippi is said to receive more than 
$1 million of these grants. Again it is 
inconceivable that these amounts would 
be paid during a period in which the 
university would persist in pursuing a 
policy of discrimination. 

I and many others have thought very 
often that such payments should not be 
made to institutions pursuing a discrim
inatory Policy. We have felt that the 
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Deputmen.t, ·of Health. -Edu.catio~ : and 
Welfare should administer ·the laws in 
that way. I think tt. is high time, Just 
as he- acted with proper v.igor in-enforc
ing the law and the Constitution In Mis
sissfppt that he give ·attention tO this 
phase of our outlays Of money as wen. 
· Mr. President .. much as the situation 

in Mississippi ha.S qeeply troubled Amer
icans. as it has me-it has been a very 
sad thing for all of us-ii may yet dem
onstrate enough so that even those who 
now consider themse?ves intransigent in 
the South wilI cease to resist the march 
of time and of morality and the asser
tions of the mandates of the Constitu
tion. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL 
AVIATION ACF OF 19&8 

· Mr. MANSFIELD~ Mr .. President., ls 1 wlll indicate the names..of the three Sena.
the limitation of time on the Prtmaire tors wl;lo 8ire , opposed "to. ~· bfl1 and are 
amendment;now·l'UllJJiDg? kllllng Jt. · ·., 

· The PRESIDING OPPICZR.. , 1t IS': Mr. Paonmi:s. Mr. President, r under-
. sta.nd tllat' the request I& merely to have the 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. the statement or the Senator tram Vlrglnta 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBER'l'SON}, printed m.·the RECORD. 
who was to have managed the bill.. had Mr. ROBBaTSoN. That fa conect,. beca.nse r 
U> go to an urgent conference, and asked do not think the blll wm be taken up. 
me to put in the R:scosn two statements Mr. PRoDUU. r han no obJeetton to the 
on his behalf. printing_ at the statement. 

Therefore; I ask unanimous consent The Pusmma OFFxcER... :rs there obJection? 
t h rint t There being no objection~ the- statement 
o ave p · ed in he RECORIJ. a state- was ordered to be printed In. the R:a:coan, as 

mept which the Senator from Virginia follows: 
would have made today, and arso a state- "srATEllDN~ aY SENA.TO& xomTSOK, o:r 
menthe-madeonSeptember 29.suppart- vmGINIA,. ON H.B... asT•. BANK SERv:rcE coa-
iDg the bank s.ervice corporation bill. POBATWNs 

There being, no objection,. the state- "'The purpose of H.R. 88'74 is to help small 
ments were ordered to be printed in the and medlum-sfzed ba.nb compete more ef-
RireoRi>. as follows: :recttvely with larger banks and give better 

SrA.TEl!llENTBT &:N-ATOa ROBEB':CSON senice to the public, bJ ronnlng bank serv-
'Ehe reportcontatns afull atatement.of: the Ice eorpontk>ns wbJch will make available 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I ask purposes of the bill, and particularly of 'U;le eftlcleni and expensive equipment 'llle banks 
th p "ding a--~- t 1 b fi th individually C01lld. not a1fonl to buy. e resi -~ o ay e ore e waJ the commit.tee wants the bank. agencies .. 1 am glad to a:av that this p:'l'H'noae meets 
Senate the amendments of the. House to adminis.tertbe bllL .r -r 
of Representatives. to the b."u S. 9.a-J lo A !uller- s.tatement. of my views. on the. bill, with the unanimous approval of the Bank-

~ vep Ing and CUrrency Committee. The, ma1ority 
amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, and on various suggestions which have- been report, and the two supplemental views all 
as amended, to aid the Civil Aeronautics ma.de about it was printed m the: REc.oan express strong support tor tb1a purpos&. 
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get the benefit of the services of the corpo
ration, either by membership or by contract, 
unless comparable services were available 
elsewhere. The right of the Federal super
visory agencies to examine and regulate 
bank functions performed by others than 
banks, including bank service corporations, 
particularly off the bank's premises, would 
be made clear and explicit. 

"H.R. 8874 was introduced in the House on 
August 23, 1961-more than a year ago. 
A hearing was held by a subcommittee of 
the House Banking and Currency Committee 
on July 19 and 20, 1962, and the House Bank
ing and Currency Committee reported the 
bill on July 30, 1962, with two members dis
senting. The House passed the b111 on a 
voice vote on August 14, 1962. The Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee held a 
bearing on August 30, 1962, pursuant to 
notices given in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on August 20 and 27, 1962. On September 
13, the full committee met to discuss the 
bill. By a vote of 10 to 5, the committee 
refused to amend the bill and it was ordered 
reported with only one dissenting vote re
corded. 

"At the meeting, the various problems 
raised in the supplemental views-the de
sirability of including savings and loan as
sociations, insurance companies, credit 
unions, and other lending and financial in
stitutions; the dangers of permitting banks 
to engage in nonbank business; the ques
tion of kinds and methods of automated 
equipment; and the anticompetitive and 
monopolistic problems-were discussed at 
length. These points had been covered in 
a draft committee report which had been 
circulated to the committee members the 
day before the meeting, and the committee 
agreed on a number of changes to be made 
in the draft committee report in order to 
assure the maximum clarification. of the 
purposes of the committee and the maxi
mum protection against the dangers and 
dl11lculties which were anticipated. 

"In my judgment, the committee's action 
was sound, well advised, and appropriate. I 
think that enactment of the bill would re
sult in making it possible for a good many 
small banks to get the benefits of modern, 
efficient equipment which they could not 
themselves afford to buy, and that they will 
be in a better position to compete with large 
banks and provide economical and efficient 
treatment for their customers. 

"In my judgment, the committee was right 
to reject all amendments proposed. 

"In the first place, in view of the lateness 
in the present session, I believe acceptance 
of any amendments whatever would serious
ly imperil the bill. 

"More important, however, I do not think 
that a case was made before the committee 
tor any of the amendments suggested. 

"The suggestion that savings and loan as
sociations, insurance companies, credit un
ions, and other lending and finacial institu- . 
tions should be brought into the bill on the 
same basis as banks, was not brought to my 
attention, or, as far as I am aware, to the 
committee's attention, until the executive 
session. Certainly no suggestion was made 
that this was necessary or desirable during 
the entire year that the bill was pending in 
the House, and no suggestion that this was 
necessary or desirable was made during the 
Senate hearings. In fact, I have yet to re
ceive a letter, telegram, or telephone call 
from any representative of any of these in
stitutions indicating any interest whatever 
in the suggestion. It seems unlikely, for 
instance, that savings and loan associations 
and credit unions would have the same in
terest in check-processing equipment as 
would banks. I do not know what Federal 
or State statutes would have to be amended 
in order to carry out this proposal, and I do 
not know what it.a advantages or dlsadvan-

tages would be. Olearly, an entirely new Is
sue would be raised by this proposal, and no 
doubt new hearings would be necessary. 

"The committee made it clear in the re· 
port that savings and loan associations, in
surance companies, credit unions, and other 
lending and financial institutions may be 
nonbank stockholding members or customers 
of bank service corporations, and they may 
have work done for them by bank service 
corporations in either capacity, subject to 
the overall limitation that not more than 
50 percent of a bank service corporation's 
activity may be performed for persons or 
organizations other than banks. In addi
tion, the committee recommended in its re
port that bank service corporations restrict 
their nonbank customers to savings and loan 
associations, credit unions, and other lend
ing institutions. 

"The suggestion that bank service corpora
tions should not be permitted to perform any 
work for persons or organizations other than 
banks was also carefully considered by the 
committee. 

"This suggestion was made by a repre
sentative of the National Society of Public 
Accountants, as a proposed amendment to 
section 4 of the bill. Since the time of the 
hearings, members of the committee and 
other Senators have received letters on this 
subject. 

"The committee agreed fully, and made it 
clear in its report, that the service corpora
tions' activities could not 'include any pro
fessional services of a kind which cannot 
properly be performed by corporations,' that 
bank service corporations should not be used 
as devices or subterfuges to enable banks to 
get into nonbank activities, and that the 
nonbank services would have to be inciden
tal and secondary to the bank services per
formed. This would, of course, be particu
larly true in the case of nonbank customers, 
as distinguished from nonbank stockholder 
members of the ~rvice corporation. -

"At the same time, it was felt that to re
strict l;>ank service corporations to, working 
solely for banks, Of solely for Ct:rtain finan
cial institutions, might in some cases deny 
the benefits of the. blll to very small banks, 
which even together could not buy neces
sary pieces of equipment without calling on 
some assistance from persons or organiza
tions other than banks. 

"In oonsidering the suggestion that bank 
service corporations should not be permitted 
to perform any work for persons or organ
izations other than banks, it seems appro .. 
priate to take note of the State laws on the 
subject. There are twice as many State 
banks as there are national banks, and niany 
of the State banks are among the smallest 
banks. Consequently, it can he expected 
that most bank service corporations will in
clude at least one State bank. A bank serv
ice corporation having both State and na
tional banks as members must, of course, 
abide by the more restrictive law, whether 
State or national. Several State laws-Con
necticut, Massachusetts, Ohio, Michigan, and 
Iowa-limit bank service corporations to 
which their State banks may belong to cor
porations performing services exclusively to 
banks or banks and trust companies. I 
would expect, therefore, that all, or virtually 
all, bank service corporations in those States 
could perform no work for anyone other than 
banks. 

"On the other hand, in Virginia, a State 
bank may belong to a bank service corp~ra
tion 'engaged primarily in rendering serv
ices • • • to two or more banks,' and in 
South Carolina, a State bank may belong to 
a bank service corporation whose primary 
purpose is to perform.services for two or more 
banks. In Maine,. a State bank may pur
chase the stock of any organization 'c;>per
ated primarily • • • tor the institution or 
other 1lnanc1al lnstitutlons. • In Pennafl-

vania, it appears that bank service corpora
tions might perform services for a bank, a 
bank and trust company, a trust company, 
or 'for one or more institutions, corporations, 

. associations, partnerships or individuals.' 
So, in Virginia, South Carolina, Maine, and 
Pennsylvania the suggested amendment 
would be more restrictive than the State law, 
and State banks could not take full advan
tage of the State laws. 

"The committee did not adopt the sug
gested amendment. The committee report, 
however, went into this matter at consider
able length in an effort to make clear the 
committee's position that bank service cor
porations were designed primarily to help 
banks. 

"The following excerpts from pages 4, 5, 
and 6, of the report will, I think, make this 
clear: 

"'The bill authorizes a bank service corpo
ration to perform similar services for persons 
or organizations other than banks up to 50 
percent of its total activity. The authoriza
tion to perform services for others than the 
owning banks is provided in order to permit 
full and efficient use of the equipment of the 
bank service corporation. The blll is not in
tended as a means to enable banks to engage 
in nonbank business, and the committee 
looks to the bank supervisory agencies to 
make sure that banks do not organize or Join 
bank service corporations for the purpose of 
entering into businesses other than banking' 
(p. 4). 

"'The committee urges that bank service 
corporations restrict their nonbank custom
ers to savings and loan associations, credit 
unions and other lending institutions• (p. 5). 

" 'The bill would prohibit any bank service 
corporation from engaging in any revenue
producing activity other than the perform
ance of bank services for banks and, up to 
one-half of its total activity, the performance 
of similar services for persons or organiza
tions other than banks. As indicated in the 
description of section 1, organizations other 
than banks including for example, savings 
and loan associations, insurance companies, 
credit unions, and similar financial institu
tions, or other organizations, might be 
stockholding members of the corporation. 
In addition, the bank service corporation's 
faclllties might be made available to non
members. But the total of services to all of 
such nonbank organizations, whether stock
holding members or not, could not exceed 
50 percent of the total activity of the bank 
service corporation. In most cases, of 
course, it is expected that the total activity 
for nonbank organizations would be rela
tively small, or there would be no nonbank 
services• (pp. 5 and 6). 

"The suggestion that the bill was designed 
to encourage any particular variety of check 

processing equipment instead of any other 
competing variety was not considered to be 
raised by the bill and any such intention 
was expressly disclaimed in the report. Bank 
service corporations operating under the bill 
would be authorized to use any kind of 
equipment, they might find desirable, to 
perform bank services. The committee did 
not intend approval of the b111 to connot.e 
approval or disapproval of any kind, make, 
or system of equipment, or of any particular 
process of automation. 

"The suggestion that the express recogni
tion of the Federal supervisory agencies' 
authority to regulate and examine the per
formance of bank services by anyone other 
than the bank would interfere with bank 
operations, particularly in emergency or oc
casional rush periods, was also carefully 
considered•.,by the committee. The commit
tee did not intend any such result, and in the 
report expressly directed the bank supervi
sory agencles to make. sure that bank opera
tions would not be inconvenienced under 
these conditions. 
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"This point was raised particularly by the 

Chase Manhattan Bank. .. in_ a le:tter printed 
in the hearings. After · -the report was 
printed, I sent a oopy to the bank -to show 
the efforts we had made to prevent the dif
ficulties they anticipated. I was glad to 
receive the following reply from the bank, 
indicating that in their case we had suc
ceeded in our efforts: 

" 'THE CHASE MANHATTAN BANK, 
"'New York, N .Y ., September 26, 1962. 

'.' 'Hon. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 
" 'Chairman, Banking and Cur rency Commit

tee, U .S. Senat e Office Building, Wash
ington, D .C. 

" 'DEAR SENATOR ROBERTSON: Thank you for 
your letter of September 18 accompanied 
by a copy of your committee's report on 
H.R.8874. -

"'After reading the report I feel confident 
that the supervisory authorities will be 
guided ·by the spirit evidenced in your re
port, and that we shall not be faced With 
any diftlculties with respect to the outside 
organizations who perform certain services 
for us. I very much appreciate your having 
those comments reported, part icularly those 
on page 3. 

" 'Sincerely yours, 
" 'H . F. MOELLER.' 

"The committee considered the suggestion 
that bank service corporations might be 
used to weaken independent banking or to 
injure the competitors of banks owning a 
bank service corporation. As I have said 
already, the purpose of the bill is to help 
smaller banks compete with larger banks 
which can afford to buy this equipment 
themselves. Any attempt to misuse a bank 
service corporation for monopolistic or anti
competitive reasons would be entirely con
trary to the purpose of the bill. The com
mittee gave particular attention to this 
problem in its report, especially in con
nection with applications by competing 
banks for membership in a bank service 

· ·corporation and in connection with the 
'Clanger of exchange of confidential informa
tion through a bank service corporation. 
The committee looks to - the Federal bank 
supervisory agencies to exercise extreme care 
to make sure that bank service corporations 
are not so misused. 

"Finally, the committee in its report an
nounced its intention to call for reports 
from the Federal bank supervisory agencies 
about the activities of these bank service 
corporations, and early next year to review 
their activities in order to see whether abuses 
have developed and whether any amend
ments to the law necessary or desirable. 

"In my judgment, the committee has made 
every reasonable effort, and has taken every 
reasonable precaution, to make sure that the 
desirable purposes of the bill will be carried 
out and to prevent any misuse or danger 
.arising from the authority conferred by the 
bill. 

"I urge the Senate to approve the bill." 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, now 
I call up my amendment identified as 
"9-21-62-0," and I ask unanimous con
sent that, although it is a very brief 
amendment, it not be read, but be 
printed in the RECORD at this point, and 
I will explain it. 

The amendment offered by Mr. 
PROXMIRE is as follows: . 
· On page 4, strike out lines 1 through 4, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: "any 
activity other than the performance of bank 
-services for banks." 

<At this point Mrs. NEUBERGER took the 
·chair as Presiding O.fticer.) 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Madam President, 
this bill permits banks to own and o~-

erate a bank service corporation that 
performs various non banking services, 
particularly computer services, banks 
and up to pO percent of total business 
or such a corporation for persons other 
than banks. These services would in
clude principally computer services, and 
related activities. In my judgment, this 
could become a substantial part of the 
banks' business. 

Generally, banks have been prohibited 
from carrying on any business other 
than banking. Our Federal laws has 
been careful to restrict them. 

This year we modified the law to per
mit banks to put 70 percent but no more 
of their time deposits into real estate 
ioans. We exclude them from investing 
in equities. We prevent banks from in
vesting demand deposits in long-term 
investments. We exclude banks from 
investment banking. 

We are very careful in the regulation 
of banks. This has principally been 
done to assure the solvency of the banks 
by limiting the activities of banks to 
safe and relatively. liquid investments. 

The exemption of banks from this 
kind of limitation would, in my judg
ment, and in the judgment of other 
members of the committee, accomplish 
very little. There were no strong and 
valid objections to permitting banks to 
sell this service to other nonbank or-
ganizations. . 

This is particularly true because banks 
have customer lists, and they could of
f er their customers, for instance, the 
service of handling their receivables, 
which would give the banks a substantial 
advantage over other legitimate, long 
established businesses providing this 
kind of service. 

A number of these businesses have in
formed me and other Senators that this 
kind of competition would be very un
fair. It would be unfair because the 
bank could use their own personnel 
charge, merely the out-of-pocket cost, 
and the unfair competition could drive 
businesses now offering this kind of 
service to the wall. 

Those are the reasons why I have of
fered the amendment. My amendment 
would confine these bank service cor
porations exclusively to servicing them
selves and other banks. I hope the 
amendment will be adopted. It is my 
understanding that the chairman of the 
committee has agreed to accept the 
amendment. 

With the adoption of the amendment, 
I think we are in a position to have a bill 
that provides what the banks really 
want, and what the members of the com
mittee feel is justified, and at the same 
time safeguard legitimate business en
terprises which otherwise might be put 
out of business. 

Before yielding to the junior Senator 
from Connecticut, [Mr. DoDD] , I wish to 
say that if it had not been for the urg
ings of the Senator from Connecticut 
on those of us who opposed the bill, the 
bill would not have been considered and 
passed. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Wisconsin for 
that compliment. I do not deserve it. 

Rather, I would like to compliment him 
for the statesmanlike way· in which he 
has agreed to fa.cllitate ·Senate consid
eration of this ·bill. I am most grateful 
to him and to the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBERTSON] for their cooperation 
in working out a way for us to approve 
this necessary piece of legislation. 

A number of small banks in Connect
icut are all ready to set up one of these 
bank service corporations. They can do 
so under a recent Connecticut law, but 
it is necessary that the Federal statutes 
be amended to allow three of the nine 
banks to participate in this cooperative 
effort. 

The compromise that we have worked 
out here today brings us a step closer to 
final approval of this important meas
ure, and I hope the Senate amendment 
will be acceptable to the House. 
· I again compliment the Senator from 
Wisconsin, and the Senator from Vir
ginia for their consideration and their 
cooperation on this matter. 

Mr. BUSH. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. I know of no opposition to 

the bill on the Republican side, in the 
committee or otherwise. I join with the 
Senator in supporting the bill. I think 
the Senator's amendment is well taken. 
I think it is advisable to try this situation 
out at the bank level before we authorize 
banks to go into competition with other 
service organizations in providing the 
type of service contemplated here. 

I know of no opposition to the amend
ment on our side, and I personally sup
port the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. The Senator has made 

the point, but I think it should be pin
pointed and driven home. 
· Will the Senator state for the record 
that he does not intend the provision to 
be the final policy, but rather to try 
it for a time in order to see whether it 
will or will not bear adversely on those 
who feel the competition would be un
fair? 

I told the Senator I would join in 
his amendment. I think there has been 
disquiet created by the proposal to in
clude these firms, and quite justifiably. 
On the other hand, we want to make 
services available as economically as we 
possibly can. If this is tried for a year 
or two, what happens should definitely 
show whether this regulation is or is not 
too tight in terms of our economy. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The bill will read as 
follows with the adoption of the amend
ment: 

No bank service corporation may engage in 
any activity other than the performance of 
bank services for banks. 

But the committee report states: 
In addition the committee intends to call 

for reports from the Federal supervisory 
agencies from time to time as to the activi
ties of bank service. corporations, and, early 
·next year, to review their activities in order 
to see whether any abuses have developed 
and whether any amendments to the 'law 
a.re necessary or desirable. 
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I think what the Senator from New 
York has said is very useful, becaus.e we 
should consider whether this bill pro
vides for other financial institutions the 
same opportunity we ·are now providing 
for banks. 

Mr. HART. Madam President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield. 
Mr. HART. Will the Senator reread 

sec.tion 4 in the event the amendment, 
which I support, is adopted? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. At the bottom of 
page 3: 

No bank service corporation may engage 
in-

The next four lines are deleted, and 
in place thereof is the language-
any activity other than the performance of 
bank services for banks. 

Mr. HART. Madam President, I con
gratulate the Senator from Wisconsin 
for making this proposal. The bill, as 
reported, disturbed some very responsi· 
ble accounting firms in my State. I 
think the experience which will be gained 
by operations under the bill for some 
time may prove them either right or 
wrong, but, in any event, we shall not 
visit upon them harm which can be 
avoided by this temporary arrangement. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena· 
tor from Michigan. While I have great 
respect and admiration for the Comp
troller of the CUrrency, Mr. James Saxon, 
frankly I am shocked that Mr. Saxon 
did not see that this would be an oppor· 
tunity for banks to engage in nonbank 
business in violation of 'the very careful 
safeguards upon which we have zealously 
insisted in the past, and which are very 
important for depositors. 

Madam President, I hope the amend
ment will be agreed to. I call for a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Wis· 
consin [Mr. PROXMIRE]. 

The amendment was agreed to." 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment .of 
the amendment and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en· 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill <H.R. 8874) was read the third 
time and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Madam President, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to lay on the table 
the motion to reconsider. · 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President, 
if the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER] will bear with me for a few 
moments, I should like at this time to 
yield to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
MILLER] who has been patiently waiting 
for the past 6 hours to make a few 
remarks. 

. . . .. ' ·, 

Mr. MILLER. Madam President, I 
appreciate the kind remarks by the ma
jority leader. 

THE TRUTH ABOUT "THE TRUTH ON 
THE BATTLE LINE" 

Mr. MILLER. Madam President, in 
the October 1 issue of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, at page 21499, appear the re
marks by the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota CMr. HUMPHREY] with respect 
to the September 27 issue of Battle Line, 
issued by the Republican National Com
mittee. These remarks merit a reply. 

Republic.an Senators, who voted unit
edly against the farm bill, and those 
Democratic Senators who conscientiously 
voted against it too, are quite willing to 
let the Democratic leadership tak.e the 
responsibility for this unwise and costly 
piece of legislation. 

With respect to the charge that the 
multiple price program for wheat feature 
of the bill will amount to a bread tax on 
the consumer, the facts are that 
during the hearings before the House 
Agriculture Committee this year, the 
American Bankers Association, repre
sented by Mr. Joseph M. Creed, testified 
as follows: 

We have analyzed the proposal of the 
Secretary and its effect on the baking in
dustry's cost. We can only conclude that 
such a program, by its very design, would 
add a substantial amount in dollars and 
cents to the cost of wheat that :flows from 
the farm to the grain handler, the flour 
miller, and, ultimately, to the baker and 
housewife, without any assurance that it 
would reduce surpluses. 

At the time of this testimony, the Sec
retary of Agriculture was talking in 
terms of a .$1.20 per bushel price support 
for corn and in terms of wheat certifi
cates valued at 60 cents per bushel if the 
program went into effect in 1963. How· 
ever, as passed by the Congress, the way 
is paved for a price support of only 50 
percent of parity for corn in 1964, or 
roughly 80 cents per bushel, coupled with 
a basic price support for wheat of 
roughly . 92 cents per bushel-using 
equivalent feed value. With a target 
price of $2.05 per bushel for wheat, which 
is the figure generally talked about by 
the proponents of the farm bill, this 
would mean wheat certificates valued at 
$1.13 per bushel-$2.05 target price 
minus 92 cents basic support price-not 
60 cents per bushel, in 1964. 

Based on certificates valued at only 
60 cents per bushel, the representative 
of the American Bakers Association said: 

One hundred pounds of bread flour makes 
about 155 pounds of bread-thus, this addi
tional cost of flour results in a direct in
crease of 1 cent per pound of bread. (P. 83 
of hearings, House Agriculture Committee, 
serial AA, pt. 2.) 

He then went on to testify that based 
on their best information, with a 60· 
cent certificate, the housewife would .ul
timately pay 2 cents per pound increase 
at the retail level, which would mean in 
excess of 3 cents per pound with $1.13 
certificates for 1964. 

On the basis of this testimony, I be
lieve it is entirely re.asonable to conclude 

that the wheat certificate plan is, in 
effect, a bread tax. Processors of wheat 
food products will be forced to acquire 
certificates at face value in proportion 
to their use of wheat. Inasmuch as cer
tificates will be used on the basis of past 
planting history without regard to grade 
or quality, processors will likely have to 
buy one lot of wheat to obtain certifi
cates and then by noncertincate wheat 
to obtain the type or grade they need. 
Thus, the cost of acquiring certificates 
amounts to a tax on the processing of 
wheat for human food. Naturally it will 
be passed on to the consumers of bread 
and other wheat food products. 

I note that the Senator from Minneso
ta speaks of Republican agricultural 
policies and Republican bread prices 
during the period 1947-59. As I have 
said many times, Mr. President, the 
laws that were put on the books and 
kept on the books were the product of 
Democratically controlled Congresses. 
President Truman was in control of the 
administration from 1947 through 1952, 
and President Eisenhower from 1953 
through 1960. However, they did not 
.make the laws, any more than President 
Kennedy is making the laws today. It 
is the Congress which makes the laws 
and keeps them on the books. We may 
criticize the President and his Secretary 
of Agriculture for the kind of proposals 
they make to the Congress,. but it is the 
Congress which has the responsibility for 
the laws, and when the Democrats are 
in control of Congress, they, and not the 
Republicans, must answer to the people 
for these laws. This will not be a "Ken
nedy bread tax," but it will most as
suredly be a Democratic bread tax, be
cause not a single Republican voted for 
it. 

The Senator from Minnesota stated 
that in 1953 we had only a $2.5 billion 
stockpile of food and fiber. This is not 
SUrPrising, if one recalls that we had 
just gone through the Korean war dur
ing which we even had to ration some of 
our exports of food and :fiber. It was 
not the laws that were on the books 
which were responsible for the lower 
stockpile. It was a war that was re
sponsible. 

Now we are told that this adminis
tration has reduced surpluses by over 
$2.5 billion since taking office. This is 
not placing credit where credit is due. 
The credit goes to the increase in our 
agricultural exports and our increased 
domestic consumption of feed grains. 
The latest Commodity Credit CorPora
tion report discloses a stockpile of nearly 
$7 billion in food and fiber, with the 
likelihood of an increase by the end of 
the current marketing year. 

In this connection, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks an 
article from the ·September 18 issue of 
the Wall Street Journal, entitled "Soy
bean Surge-Growers Face Surplus 
Threat, Blame Boost in Federal Price 
Prop,'' which discloses the results of the 
unfortunate action by the Secretary of 
Agriculture taken last year, increasing 
the support price for soybeans from $1.85 
to- $2.30-this in the face of opposition 
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by the Ameri~an Soybe~n Associatioii, · 
which represents some 6,000 growers and 
processors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Iowa? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MILLER. Madam President, the 

Senator from Minnesota says that last 
year's net farm income of $12.8 billion 
was 10 percent higher than in the previ- · 
ous year. However, practically all of 
this merely represented Government 
payments. The cost was so great that 
the Secretary of Agriculture did not want 
the program continued. He estimated 
that a 1-year extension would cost $2.4 ·. 
billion. Moreover, practically all of this 
extra income really represented income 
that would normally have been received 
in 1963, being thrown into 19.62. Without 
these Government payments, more crops 
would have been produced which would 
have been marketed in 1963. Govern
ment payments were made in 1962 in 
return for the farmers' forgoing this 
1963 income. Similarly 1964 income will 
be accelerated into 1963. That is why 
the Secretary has stated that there will 
be no noticeable improvement in 1963 
net income over 1962 net income, and 
when these accelerated Government pay
ments stop, the day of reckoning is going 
to be severe. 

We are told that the 1961 emergency 
feed grains program has reduced carry
over stocks. It would be more accurate 
to say that increased usage of corn by 
our livestock industry and increased ex
ports were primarily responsible. The · 
wheat portion of the present program 
is so bad that the chairman of the Sen
ate committee on Agriculture, the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana· [Mr. 
ELLENDER] said during the debate on the 
farm bill: 

To authorize the temporary program for 
2 more years • • * would cost the taxpayers 
* • • an estimated $333 million per year to 
reduce wheat production by 100 million 
bushels. In other words, it would cost the 
Government $3.30 per bushel to curt~il pro
duction of 100 million bushels of wheat per 
year. 

Objection is voiced to the charge by 
·Battle Line that the farm bill consti
tutes a blackjack to force farmers to ac
cept rigid controls on production in 1964. 
I would have used the word "squeeze,'' 
because farmers, with their increased 
costs of production and lower prices, are 
very familiar with this word. Neverthe
less, let us :review what the bill does. 
With the right hand, it gives ·farmers 
a payment of 18 cents per bushel on 
bushelage allotments-whether grain is 
produced or not-and a payment of 60 
cents per bushel on acres diverted from 
production. This is on top of $1.02 per . 
bushel price support. A corn farmer 
with a 100-acre base and a yield of 7s 
bushels per acre can divert 20 acres and 
plant 80 acres and receive a payment of 
$900 for diverting the·20 acres plus $1,080 
in compensatory payments of · 18 cents 
per bushel. This is i:h addition to ·the 
$1.02 price support on his normal-75 

bushels per acre-:-production on the 80 
acres. · · 

But then, in 1964, he is faced with the 
prospect of 50 percent of parity, or 80 
cents per bushel, support price and no 
other payments. He faces disaster-the 
loss of his farm-unless Congress does 
something to change the law, and we 
already know what kind of program the 
Secretary of Agriculture will recom
mend: Rigid controls over production 
and marketing-along with thousands 
of more USDA employees to enforce 
them-in exchange for price supports. 
But the price supports cannot be too high 
or we will lose our export trade. The 
combination will inevitably force more 
farmers off the farms, and unless we give 
private industry an incentive to expand 
to provide more job opportunities for 
our millions of unemployed, these farm
ers can look forward to becoming an
other unemployment statistic. Perhaps 
someone can think of a better word than 
"blackjack," but our farmers will un- · 
derstand all right when it hits them. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks an article from 
the Wall Street Journal for October 2 
entitled "Freeman Coolly Received in 
GOP Areas; Crowds Fade When He Ex
plains Farm Bill." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? . The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. MILLER. Madam President, I 

yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Wall Street Journal, 
Sept. 18, 1962 j 

SOYBEAN SURGE-GROWERS FACE SURPLUS 
THREAT, BLAME BOOST IN FEDERAL PRICE 
PRoP-FARMERs' GROUP To SEEK CUT IN 
SUPPORT, SEES DANGER TO FAST-RISING 
FOREIGN SALES-Now FOURTH Top CASH 
CROP 

(By Harlan By.rne) 
CATLIN, ILL.-Surveying his sweeping 215-

acre expanse of soybeans, farmer Wayne 
Clark says with quiet pleasure: "Those beans 
ought to be our best crop ever." 

But while Mr. Clark has a farmer 's under
standable pride in a good crop, many soy
bean growers are more troubled than pleased 
as the yellowing of foliage and hardening of 
beans in fuzzy pods signal a bumper harvest. 

The reason is they fear that Federal price
propping is beginning to create surpluses in 
soybeans such as those that have plagued 
corn, wheat and a number of other crops. 
The crop they are worried about is no small 
matter in U.S. agriculture; soybeans today 
are the Nation's fourth most valuable cash 
crop and are used to make things ranging 
from margarine and synthetic meat to plas
tics and low-calorie dietary products. 

Soybean farmers are concerned that a sur
plus wi~l mean Federal acreage controls, with 
their attendant redtape. And some also 
worry that by holding up prices with sup
ports, the Government may cost the indus
try export markets built up in the laf?t few . 
years when soybean growing was relatively 
free of Federal interventiOn. · 

HIGH PROPS BLAMED 
The ce_nter ·of oppositio~ _to the high-prop

ping policy is the Ameri~an Soybean A559-
cia tJon (.ASA), headquartered in Hudson, 
Iowa, which represents some 6,000 growers 
and processors. Its leaders blame the current 
surplus threat on President Kennedy's 1961 

feed-grain program. To encourage farmers 
to grow soybeans so as to reduce surplus pro
duction of corn, the Department of Agricul
ture boosted the support price on the 1961 
soybean crop to $2.30 a bushel from $1.85 a 
year before. The idea worked in a sense. 
Corn output in 1961 dropped 7 percent from 
1960. Soybean production jumped to a rec
ord 693 million bushels, up 24 percent from 
a year before. 

But as a result of the big acreage harvested 
last year, the carryover of old beans as the 
new crop moves to market this month is ex
pected to be 55 million bushels. And this 
year's crop, now estimated at 670 million 
bushels, is expected to bring a record 70-
million-bushel carryover next year. 

The soybean association opposed the 45-
cent boost in props on the 1961 crop and 
asked for a larger cut than the 5 cents the 
Government was willing to grant on the 1962 
props. It plans to argue for a larger reduc
tion in support prices on the 1963 crop in 
the hope of checking further crop expansion. 
The support levels for 1963 probably will be 
set in January or February. 

Soybean growers are particularly worried 
about their markets abroad. "There's no 
question that the high support price the past 
2 years has stimulated plantings of other 
oilseed crops abroad, although it may take a 
couple of years yet before we feel any com
petition from sharply expanded output," de
clares George M. Strayer, executive vice presi
dent of the ASA. He and other association -
officials contend that this is essentially what · 
happened to U.S. cotton growers when they 
lost an important share of their markets to 
Egyptian and other foreign producers several 
years ago. 

EXPORTS RISE SHARPLY 
U.S. soybeans have enjoyed a sharp rise in 

oversea demand. In the crop year ending 
this month, exports from this country are 
expected to jump to 160 million bushels, up 
23 percent from 130 million a year before 
and nearly double the 85 million of 5 years 
ago. Exports of soybean oil and meal ·also 
have climbed sharply. 

There is little evidence that higher sup
port prices threaten domestic markets. How
ever, Donald B. Walter, a Ralston Purina Co. 
vice president, says his company has shifted 
slightly away from soybean meal to syn
thetic urea in the mixed feeds it manufac
tures for livestock. Some cattle feeders who 
do their own feed mixing also have done this, 
he says. 

Cash soybean prices in the Chicago market 
have been running $2.45 to $2.50 a bushel. 
In 1958 and 1959, when the lower support 
levels ,were in effect, they ranged between 
$2.09 and $2.34. In early 1961, about the 
time the support level for that year was an
nounced, prices soared, reaching a peak of 
$3.35 on April 25 before beginning a decline 
to the present levels. Significantly, the soy
bean industry experienced a sharp gr9wth in 
the late 1950's when supportS were being held 
at relatively low levels. 

The gains of the last few years have · made 
soybean growing and processing a major agri
cultural industry. Originally an oriental 
crop, the bean was brought to the United 
States in 1804. But it was largely ignored 
by farmers for over a century, until agricul
tural scientists began to seriously consider 
utilizing its rich supply of protein for feed 
and food. As recently as 1924 only 5 million 
bushels were produced, less than 1 percent 
of today's crop. But today the cash value 
Of the soybean crop is outranked only by 
cotton, wheat and corn. The annual sales 
volume of the processing industry is close 
to $2 billion. 

Processors have developed better . tech
n1ques for converting the ' beans into two 
basic materials, meal and oil. They have 
learned to eliminate objectionable odors from 
the oil. And they have cashed in on their 
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product's high food. value, low cos.t and 
plentu'Ul supply. · 

Soybean oll last year accounted for 45 per-· 
cent of all edible fats and oils sold 1n the 
United. States. It J:).aa become the primary oll 
for making margarine and shortening, large
ly at the expense Of co~tonseed oil. Marga
rine and shortening, 1n turn, have gained 
dominance 1n the American kitchen at the 
expense of butter and la.rd. Soybean oil 
also is being used increasingly in nonfood 
products such as plastic coatings, printing 
inks, calklng compounds and industrial 
lubricants. Dr. James Konen, research vice 
president of Archer-Daniels-Midland Co. of 
Minneapolis, says that soybean oil is grow
ing in use as a plasticizer to give softness 
and flexibility to vinyl resins. 

Soybean meal has enjoyed most of its 
growth as a high-protein feed supplement 
for poultry and livestock, enabling farmers 
to put weight on their animals more quickly. 
Many feed men contend that it has been the 
key to the rapid advance in scientifically 
mixed feeds. Soybean meal has far out
distanced cottonseed, peanut and other crop 
meals as well as byproduct meals from meat 
animals and fish. This year soybean meal is 
expected to comprise 75 percent of all meala 
produced in the United States, up from Iese 
than 50 percent in 1950 and 15 percent two 
decades ago. , 

About 90 percent of soybean meal goes to 
feed manufacturers and commercial feeders 
but research on human food uses is being 
intensified. Derivatives have enjoyed a re
cent spurt in usage as t:Qe base for many of 
the new 900-calorie-a-day dietary drinks. 

Research also has carried some companies 
experimentally into synthetic meats made 
from soybean meal. Archer-Daniels-Midland 
is test marketing a concentrate i·esembling 
hamburger meat as a low cost supplement for 
canned chili and Italian dishes. However, 
Archer-Daniels researchers as yet have no · 
illusions that synthetic meats will ever re
place the real thing in standard American 
diets. Diet food companies also have been 
selling some of these synthetic meats. 

A handful of processors is expanding work 
on a whole new family of soybean pr~ucts 
known as isolated proteins. Willard C. 
Lighter, a vice president of Central Soya Co., 
doesn't think isolated proteins will ever 
make up a high percentage of total soybean 
meal markets, but he looks for gains. He is 
particUlarly high on the prospects for Pro
mine, which is nearly 90 percent protein 
and has the abili-ty to stabilize, thicken and 
form food ingredients. It is being used in
creasingly by food companies in such things 
as cake and pie mixes, cereals, baby meats, 
frankfurters, macaroni products and in a 
wide line of health foods. 

EXHIBIT 2 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 2, 1962] 
FREEMAN COOLLY RECEIVED IN GOP AREAS; 

CROWDS FADE WHEN HE EXPLAINS FARM 
Bn.L 

(By Joe Western) 
WINNER, S. DAK.-Frustration is dogging 

Agriculture Secretary Freeman as he invades 
mostly Republican rural areas to campaign 
for election of Democratic candidates and 
for support of the complicated farm control 
bill that just became law. 

This morning he returns to Washington 
after a dozen public exposures during a 
grueling 5-day swing through Ohio, South 
Dakota, Minnesota, and Oregon. Except per
haps in his native State, the former Min
nesota. Governor has apparently had small 
success in influencing voting plans or in 
penetrating farmer confusion and shaking 
rural convictions about Kennedy adminis
tration farm control programs. 

Coldly courteous farmers at the National 
Plowing Contest in heavily Republican Clif
ton County, Ohio, 45 miles southeast of 

Dayton, listened quietly on Friday afternoon 
as Mr. Freeman roasted the GOP for its al
most solid opposition in Congress to adlriln- · 
istration farm legislation. Then they drifted 
away in droves as he launched a detailed 
description of the new farm law and its grain 
controls. 

Trapped 'into following on stage the act 
of TV star Lawrence Welk at Mitchell, s. 
Dak., Saturday night, Secretary Freeman 
found a farm crowd of some 3,500 persons 
melted quickly to about half size as he tried 
futilely to hold their attention. One man 
departed from the hall shouting, "I still like 
Ike." 

At a soil conservation cookout near Mis
sion, 50 miles southwest of here, local lead
ers carried home most of the food they pre
pared for 3,000 people; far less than a third 
of that number showed up to hear and see 
Mr. Freem.an. 

LACK OF ENTHUSIASM EVIDENT 
While nobody pelted Mr. Freeman with 

eggs in this State as was the fate of his pred
ecessor Ezra Taft Benson in the mid-1950's, 
neither did his audience display much en
thusiasm for what he was saying. One ex
ception did come Sunday at Morris, Minn., 
where former Governor Freeman helped to 
found a University of Minnesota branch. 
But there, too, farmer uncertainty about 
solutions to surplus problems was evident. 

"A lot of us are confused," said Fred 
Schlattman of Alberta, Minn., who came to 
hear Mr. Freeman speak at Morris. "Farmers 
talk against (Freeman's) programs, and then 
go ahead and sign up." 

Outside· the gaudy Mitchell, S. Dak., Corn 
Palace, Donald Swenson of Woonsocket, S. 
Dak., stood with his wife and children to 
hear Mr. Freeman urge votes for the Demo
cratic candidate for Senator, George McGov
ern, onetime food-for-peace director for 
President Kennedy. Mi. Swenson first said 
be heartily approved the administration's 
plan for production and marketing control_s 
on feed grain, but his Wife reminded him 
that what he really meant was that the 
systems should be voluntary, as they cur
rently are, rather than compulsory, as the 
administration wants. . 

Skepticism of Freeman's claims for his pro~ 
grams is apparent, too. At the plowing con
test, a young man whose jacket bore the 
badge of a Future Farmers of America ad
viser, snorted as Mr. Freeman spoke: "I can't 
buy that. You're not going to reduce the 
surplus that much with just those programs 
alone." Mr. Freeman is claiming the 74-
million-ton feed grain surplus may be gone 
by 1964 and that the 1.2 billion-bushel wheat 
glut will be cut to desirable levels by mid-
1965, mainly as a. result of Kennedy admin
~tration farm legislatiol). tightening plant
ing controls. 

Yesterday, however, in Portland, Oreg., an 
audience of about 1,500 west coast busi
nessmen, educators and Government em
ployees interrupted Mr. Freeman with aP
plause when he dwelt on 1962 farm bill 
provisions aimed at creating new nonfarm 
jobs in depressed rural areas. 

Everywhere he goes, Mr. Freeman crJticizes 
the Republicans !or their votes, which, with 
Democratic defections, all but killed admln
istratiop. farm proposals time and-again this 
year and last. "I regret very much having 
to say this," he asserts solemnly, "but al
most every Republican, except two lame 
ducks, voted against legislation which lifted 
farm income by $1.1 b1llion over 1960. I 
think it's only fair that the rural voters of 
this State .should know this." 

POLITICKING FOR DEMOCRATS 
However, the real Freeman target this fall 

1!> Minn~ta. In this foray h~ stopped there 
only for a. press conference, a TV filming 
with two Democratic congressional candi
dates and a speech to a responsive crowd of 
Parmers Union members. He will be back -

in Minneapolis next weekend with President 
Kennedy, and -then for 5 more days be
ginning October 24. The object: To help 
Democrats capture three Republican-held 
House seats a.nd the GOP-occupied Gov
ernor's chair. Their chances of some success 
seem · fair. · 

However other voters may respond to Mr. 
Freeman's courtship, farmers out this way 
seem as divided as ever after hearing him 
speak. 

At a rally sever.al miles south of Pierre, 
S. Dak., GOP State Senator James Abdnor of 
Kennebec, who has a 2,200-acre grain and 
livestock farm, was scornful: "I don't think 
Freeman really is familiar with farming or 
knows our problems. I don't think he's 
doing what ought to be done. The smaller 
farmers don't get the benefits." 

But Harry Williams, whose 5,000-acre 
spread lies 15 miles east of Pierre, recalls get
ting only 26 cents a bushel for wheat ln the 
1930's, about one-eighth of present farm 
prices, "and we went broke on it." He de
clared: "I think it's important that Freeman 
do what he's trying to do." He plans to sign 
up to participate in the Government acreage
cutting program on grain in 1963. 

HASTE IN MISSISSIPPI 
Mr. STENNIS. Madam President, on 

the 2d day of October 1962, the Washing
ton Star published a column entitled 
"Haste in _the Mississippi Case," by 
columnist David Lawrence. The article 
is very timely, instructive, and fac_tual. 
Since it is so worthy and of such great 
value, I believe it should have wide circu
lation. I therefore ask unanimous con
sent that it_ be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HASTE IN THE MISSISSIPPI CASE-FAILURE To 

MOVI: FEDERAL-STATE ISSUE TO SUPREME 
COURT CALLED MlsTAKE 

(By David.Lawrence) 
Was it worth it? Couldn't the loss of life 

and the ~ounding of scores of persons in 
the rioting at the University of Mississippi 
have been- averted if President Kennedy and 
his brother, the Attorney General, had per
mitted the State of Mississippi to exhaust its 
legal remedies in the normal way before any 
armed forces were order_ed to the scene? 
What was the reason for haste in such a deli
cate situation? 

Wouldn't it have been better not to have 
smuggled James Meredith, a Negro student, 
onto the campus through a back entrance? 
Wouldn't it have been easier to explain to 
the people the true basis of Federal action 
if an opportunity bad been afforded first 
to let the Supreme Court of the United 
States hear argument on legal questions of 
an unprecedented nature which were raised 
last Friday before the U.S. circuit court of 
appeals in New Orleans.-La.? 

-It is doubtful whether the American 
people will ever learn the whole story of 
the Mississippi dispute. Lawyers with many 
decades of experience in the practice o! law 
say they have never witnessed in their re
spective careers an exhibition such as oc
curred when the court of appeals was sitting 
as a trial court in civil contempt proceedings 
against Mississippi Governor Ross Barnett. 

The main facts as shown in the record are 
these: A private suit was originally entered 
in behalf of Mr. Meredith to obtain his ad
mission to the University of Mississippi. 
The U.S. Government, represented by the 
Department of Justice, asked permission to 
enter the case as a ! 'friend of the court." 
The court granted the request. The State 
of Mississippi asked for a similar status, 
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and its request also was -granted . .. Then,_. 
after the court had found tbat the G:over
nor was not. present at Friday's. procee'"ngt1, , 
the presiding judge indicated that. t,he State 
of Mississippi would be .denied ~ts statu.s 
as amicus curiae-or friend of the· court. 

The att;orneys for the State of MisstsSlppi 
asked for an opportunity t;o argue briefly 
why the State was entitled to be repre
sented. The court made no answer · but 
took a 10-minute recess. When the recess 
was over, the court, Without listening to 
argument, declared that the State of Mis':' 
sissippi could not intervene as a "friend 
of the court," even though the United States 
had been permitted to make pleadings in 
that manner. 

The Constitution of the United States 
says explicity that in all legal cases in which 
the Federal Government and a State are in 
conflict, the Supreme Court must take over. 
The Supreme Court then sits, not as an ap
pellate court, but as a court of original 
Jurisdiction. 

What all this means is that Mississippi, 
as a sovereign State, has certain rights un
der the constitution which cannot be ig
nored. President Kennedy told a radio and 
television audience Sunday night that the 
controversy was simply a matter of obeying 

·1aws, even though one might disagree With 
them. But the Court order to which he 
had referred was itself invalid, inasmuch 
as the full Supreme Court of the United 
States had not heard arguments either on 
last Friday's conflict . 9f view or on the 
petition submitted in mid-August by the 
State of Mississ'lppi. The latter wai ruled 
on by only one Justice, since the Supreme 
Court itself was not in formal session. 

Under circumstances as vague and as 
legally complex as the foregoing, would it 
have hurt anybody's cause if the President 
and the Attorney General had exhibited 
patience and had waited awhile before trying 
to force on the University of Mississippi the 
registration of Mr. Meredith? 

Governor Barnett could eventuaMy be ad
judged wrong in his legal procedures, but a 
staff of distinguished lawyers-among them, 
John C. Satterfield, immediate past president 
of the American Bar Association-were not 
permitted to argue for him or for the state 
of Mississippi 'in Friday's hearing in the Fed
eral court at New Orleans. 

Thus, the picture of "free America" pre
sented before the world today is not an in
spiring one. The episodes of the weekend 
merely proved that unfortunately too often 
"might makes right," and that when one 
party-a sovereign State-asked for its day 
in court, it was rebuffed. 

How much better it would have been if 
the legal questions had first been resolved, 
and then a proclamation issued by the Presi
dent With ample time for the people to digest 
it. 

As it was, Governor Barnett called for 
obedience by the people and deplored any 
violence. He said that the sovereignty of the 
State of Mississippi had been "trampled 
upon," but nevertheless he accepted the 
presence of Federal troops. 

Military force is not a substitute for the 
processes of law or a means of establishing 
a. voice of reason in the community. In tlie 
Soviet Union, ·they customarily use force to 
secure obedience to governmental edicts. In 
America, court orders are almost never re
sisted. But when any administration takes 
the law into its own hands, mobilizes ai:med 
forces on the scene, and attempts to decide 
issues that the courts should rule upon, there 
is bound to be friction and rioting. 

It is an example of another tragic era such 
as America witnessed 94 years a.go when Con
gress. ordered the Executive to use Federal 
troops -to compel the legislatures of the 
Southern States--3 years after the War Be ... 
tween the States wa.S over-to' "ratify" the 
14-th amendment. ·Yet on this amendment 

the whole desegregation decision of the Su
preme Court in: 1954 was based. Jt, is time 
!or a <lispassionate look -at the facts so that 
a truly c~nstitutional remedy can be fou~d. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President, 
if th~ Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE
FAUVER] who now holds the ' floor will 
yield, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate may proceed to consider items 
on the calendar to which there is no 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
_and it is so ordered. 

PROVIDING FOR COLLECTION AND 
PUBLICATION OF FOREIGN COM
MERCE AND TRADE STATISTICS 
The bill <H.R. 7791) to amend title 13 

of the United States Code to provide for 
the collection and publication of foreig:p. 
commerce and trade statistics, and for 
other purposes was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
. and passed. 

PRESERVE CONFIDENTIAL NATURE 
OF REPORTS FILED WITH BUREAU 
OF CENSUS 
The Senate -proceeded to consider the 

bill <S. 3631) to- amend title 13, Unitep 
States Code, to preserve the confidential 
nature of copies of reports filed with the 
Bureau · of the Census on a confidential 
basis whicih had been reported from the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice with an amendment on page 1, ljne 
6, after the word "the'', to strike out 
"Secretary of Commerce," and insert 
"Secretary in carrying out the purposes 
of this title,"; so as to make the bill 
read: · 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
· of Representatives of the United. States of 
. America in Congress assembled, That section 
9(a) of title 13, United States Code, is 
amended QY adding at the end ~ereof the 
following: "No department, bureau, agen.cy, 
officer, or employee of the Governmet;lt~ ex
cept · the Secretary. in carrying out the pur
poses of this title, shall require, for any 
reason, copies of census reports which have 
been retained by any such establishment or 
individual. Copies of census reports which 
have been so retained shall be immune from 
legal process, and shall not, without tl:}e 

. consent of the individual or establishment 
concerned, be admitted as evidence or used 
for any purpose in any action, suit, or other 
judicial or administrative proceeding." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, was read the third 
. time, and passed. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 144, TITLE 
28, UNITED STATES CODE 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill CS. 2478) to amend section 144 of 
title 28 of the United States Code which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments, on 
page 2. liile 2. after ti:ie word "than", 1i9 
strike out "twei::ity" and insert '.'thirty"; 
and in line 9, after the .word "sufficient", 
to strike out 1'A party may file no more 

than two affidavits in any case, and the 
second affidavit .shall be liriiited to those 
facts and-reasons.-"Which-were -unknown 
and, could. not have been ascertained by 
the party at the time the origirial affi
davit was filed. Each affidavit shall be 
accompanied by a certificate of counsel 
of record stating that it is made in good 
faith" and insert "A party may file only 
one such affidavit in any case. It shall 
be accompanied by a certificate of coun
sel of record stating that it, is made in 
good faith."; so as to make t-he bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembl'ed, That section 
144 of title 28 of the United States Code is 
amended so as to read: 

"Whenever a party to any proceeding in a 
district court makes and files a timely and 
sufficient . aftl.davit that the judge before 
whom the matter is pending has a personal 
bias or prejudice either against him or in 
favor of any adverse party, such judge shall 
proceed no further therein, but another 
judge shall be assigned to hear such pro
ceeding. 

"The affidavit shall state the !acts and the 
reasons for the belief that bias or. prejudice 
exists, and shall be filed not less ~han thirty 
days before the trial or hea~ng of the pro
ceeding, or good cause shall be shown for 
failure to file it within such. time. An order 
shall then be entered directing that an 
authenticated copy of the aftldavit. shall be 
forthwith certified to the chief judge for the 
circuit in which such proceeding is pending, 
and said chief judge, or any judge designated 
by him, shall determine wllether the affidavit 
is timely and sufficient. A party may fl.le only 
one such affidavit in any case. It shall be 
accompanied by a certificate of counsel of 
record stating that it is ma.de in good faith." 

The amendments were· agreed to. 
The . bill was ordered to be erigrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

GEORGE EDWARD LEONAR:D 
The bill (S. 3375) !or the relief of 

George Edward Leonard was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read
ing, was read the third time, and passed, 
as follows~ 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 

·Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
George Edward Leonard, first lieutenant, 
Army of the United States, reti;red, of Kan
sas City, Missouri, the sum of $4,247.20, in 
full satisfaction of all claims of the said 
George Edward Leonard against the United 
States for compensation for disability retired 
pay which was Withheld from him by the 
United States on ·the erroneous grounds 
that, while employed by the United States 
in various civilian capacities from July 1, 
1950, through December 31, 1954, he was sub
ject to the salary and retired pay limitations 
prescribed by section 212 of the Economy 
Act of 1932 (5 U.S.C. 59a): Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this Act 
in excess of 10 per centum thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim a.nd the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat
ing the provisions of this Act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic
tion thereof shall be fined in any SUlil not 
exceeding $1,000. 
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MAJOR C. TODD, JR., AND THE 
ESTATE OF ffiA T. TODD, SR. 

The Senate proceeded to cc:msider the 
bill (S. 2450) for the relief of Maj. C. 
Todd, Jr., and the estate of Ira T. Todd, 
Sr., which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with an 
amendment on page 2, after line 11, to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

SEC. 2. No part of the amount appro
priated in this Act in excess of 25 per centum 
t hereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
Act shall 'be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Hoitse 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to ( 1) 
Major C. Todd, Junior, the sum of $11,620, 
and (2) the estate of Ira T . Todd, Senior, 
the sum of $11 ,620. The payment of such 
sums shall be in full satisfaction of all 
claims of Major C. Todd, Junior, and Ira T. 
Todd, Senior (deceased) , against the United 
States for the loss of their exclusive right 
of pound-net fishing off the western shore 
of Cedar Point, Maryland, as a result of 
certain regulations issued by the Secretary 
of War in 1943 establishing restricted and 
prohibited areas for military purposes aris
ing out of the activities of the Patuxent 
Naval Air Station. 

(b) The total sum appropriated by this 
Act is the amount found by the Court of 
Claims, acting pursuant to Senate Resolu
tion 308, Eighty-third Congress, Second 
Session, to be equitably due the said Major 
C. Todd, Junior, and Ira T . Todd, Senior, as 
a result of the action of the Secretary of 
War referred to in subsection (a ) of this 
section. 

SEC. 2. No part of the amount appro
priated in this Act in excess of 25 per centum 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the· provisions of this 
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

G. W. TODD AND THE ESTATE OF . 
LLOYD PARKS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2451) for the relief of G. W. Todd 
and the estate of Lloyd Parks, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment on 
page 2, after line 9, to insert a new sec
tion, as follows: 

SEC. 2. No part of the amount appropri
ated in this Act in excess of 25 per centum 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 

and upon oonvlction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted. by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
Secretary of the Treasury iB authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to ( 1) 
G. W. Todd, the sum of $8,120, and (2) the 
estate of Lloyd Parks, the sum of $8,120. 
The payment of such sums shall be in full 
satisfaction of all claims of G. W. Todd and 
Lloyd Parks (deceased) against the United 
States for the loss of their exclusive right of 
pound-riet fishing off the western shore of 
Cedar Point, Maryland, as a result of certain 
regulations issued by the Secretary of War 
-in 1943 establishing restricted a.nd prohib
ited areas for military purposes arising out 
of the activities of the Patuxent Naval Air 
Station. 

(b) The total sum appropriated by this Act 
is the amount found by the Court of Claims, 
acting pursuant to Senate Resolution 309, 
Eighty-third Congress, second session, to be 
equitably due the said G. W. Todd and Lloyd 
Parks as a result of the action of the Secre
tary of War referred to in subsection (a) of 
this section. 

SEC. 2. No part of the amount appropri
ated in this Act in excess of 25 per centum 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re
ceived by any agen-t or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 

· Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

DR. JAMES T. MADDUX 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 3371) for the relief of Dr. James 
T. Maddux which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
with amendments, on page l, line 10, 
after the word "of", to strike out "July 
1, 1961" and insert "July 9, 1961"; on 
page 2, line 4, after the word "from", 
to strike out "July l, 1961, to February 
l, 1962" and insert "July 9, 1961, to Feb
ruary 17, 1962"; and in line 8, after the 
word "of", to strike out "July l, 1961" 
and insert "July 9, 1961" ; so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
Ameripa in Congress assembled, That, (1) in 
the administration of chapter 73 of title 38, 
United States Code, as amended, and the 
rules and regulations promulgated there
under, Doctor James T. Maddux of Narberth, 
Pennsylvania, an employee of the Depart
ment of Medicine and Surgery, Veterans' Ad
ministration, at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
shall be held and considered to have been 
promoted from associate grade, Medical Serv
ice, to full grade, Medioal Service, effective 
as of July 9, 1961, and (2) the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the said Doctor 
James T. Maddux, an amount equal to the 
difference between the salary received by him 
as such an employee for the period from 
July 9, 1961, to February f7, 1962, and the 
salary he would have received for such 
period had his promotion from associate 
grade, Medical Service, to full grade, Medical 

Service, been made effective as of ·July 9; 
1961. . 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

l:iT. COMDR. DAVID V. KYRKLUND 
The bill (H.R. 4034) for the relief of 

Lt. Comdr. David V. Kyrklund was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CLEO A. DEKAT 
The bill (H.R. 6386) for the relief of 

Cleo A. Dekat was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

MAJ. CLARA MAY MATTHEWS 
The bill <H.R. 8321) for the relief of 

Maj. Clara May Matthews was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

JOSE FUENTES 
The bill <H.R. 8662) for the relief of 

Jose Fuentes was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

SGT. ERNEST I. AGUILAR 
The bill (H.R. 9128) for the relief of 

Sgt. Ernest I. Aguilar was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

THE 1202D CIVIL AFFAIRS GROUP 
The bill CH.R. 9199) for the relief of 

certain officers and enlisted personnel of 
the 1202d Civil Affairs Group <Reinf. 
Tng.), Fort Hamilton, Brooklyn, N.Y., 
was considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIO 
The bill (H.R. 9804) for the relief of 

Cuyahoga County, Ohio, was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ESTATE OF LORE'ITA SHEA, 
DECEASED 

The bill <H.R. 9894) for the relief of 
Loretta Shea, deceased, in full settle
ment of the claims of that estate was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, anq passed. 

CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES OF NEW 
YORK NAVAL SHIPYARD AND SAN 
FRANCISCO NAVAL SHIPYARD 
ERRONEOUSLY IN RECEIPT OF 
CERTAIN WAGES 
The bill <H.R. 10002) for the relief of 

civilian employees of the New York Naval 
Shipyard and the San Francisco Naval 
Shipyard erroneously in receipt of cer-
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tain wages. due to a misinterpretation ·of -KENNETH E. FOUSSE AND- OTHERS 
a Na" civilian personnel instruction was The bill CH.R. 12936> for the relief of 
considered, o:rdered to a -- t.hird. :reading, Kenneth E. Fousse and others was eon
read the third .time. and passed. sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 

THOMAS J. FITZPATRICK AND 
P:ETERD. POWER 

The bill (H.R. 10026) for the relief of 

the third time, and passed. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. That concludes the 

call of the calendar for the time being. 

Thomas J. Fitzpatrick and · Peter D. DRUG INDUSTRY ACTOF 1962-CON-
Power was considered, ordered to a third FERENCE REPORT' 
reading, read the third time, and· passed. Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, I 

LESTER A. KOCHER 
The bill <H.R. 10199) for the relief of 

Lester A. Kocher was considered, ordered 
to a. third reading, read the third time, 
a.nd passed. 

EARL T. BRILEY 
The bill <H.R. 10415) for the relief of 

Earl T. Briley was considered, ordered 
t.o a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

MRS. DOROTHY H. JOHNSON 
The bill {H.R. 10423) for the relief of . 

Mrs. Dorothy H. John.son was consid
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

CARL ADAMS 
The bill (H.R. 11058) for the relief of 

Cad Adams was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. · 

MARY J. PAPWORTH 
The bill <H.R. 11334) for the relief of 

Mary J. Papworth was considered, · or
dered t.o a. third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

DON C. JENSEN AND .BRUCE E. 
WOOLNER 

The bill <H.R. 11578) for the relief of 
Don C. Jensen and Bruce E. Woolner 
was, considered, ordered to a third. read
ing,- read the third time, and passed . . 

JAMES COMEAU 
The bill <H.R. 12090) for the relief of 

James Comeau was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read th~ third time, 
and passed. 

submit a report of the conunittee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill <S. 1552) to amend 
and supplement the antitrust laws with 
respect to the manufacture and distribu
tion of drugs, and for other purposes. I 
ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER~ The 
re part will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

<The legislative clerk read the report.> 
<For conference report, see House pro-

ceedings of Oct. 4, 1962~ p, 22315, CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. IS there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 

' for the quorum call be rescinded. 
The.PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, has 

the leadership stated what the plan is 
·for the remainder of the day? 

· Mr. MANSFIELD. The pending busi
ness is the conference report, on the drug 
bill. 

Then it is the intention of the leader
ship to take up the bill having to do with 

· the borrowing authority of the District of 
Columbia, Calendar No. 17'15, S. 3313; 
and Calendar No. 1887, H.R. 11880, the 
amendment of the Foreign Service Build-
ings Act, authorizing additional appro-

. priations. · 
Mr. RUSSELL. Does the Senator in

tend to finish all of that business this 
evening? 

Mr. MANSFIEID. Yes. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Does not the Senator 

believe that more Senators should be 
present? 

-LESLIE 0. COX AND OTHER EM- Mr. MANSFIELD. No; they will be 
PLOYEES OF THE FEDERAL AVIA- -coming in gradually. Some ~e engaged 
TION AGENCY in conferences. We are now considering 
The bill (H.R. 12539) for the reUef of 

Leslie 0. Cox and ether employees of the 
· Federal,Aviation Agency was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, i:ead the third 
time, and passed. 

: : CATALINA PROPERTIES, ' INC. , 
The bill (H.R. 12701) for the relief of 

Catalina Properties, Inc., was , consid
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

. a conference report which was unani

. mously approved by the conferees. 
• Mr. RUSSELL. I shall I).ot object now, 
. but I reserve the right to, demand a 
r live. quorum after the consideration of 
. the pending .conference- report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I have been requested, by the chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciacy, the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. E'AsT
LANn J, to call up the conference report 
on the drug bill and to make an explana-

.tion of the agreement that was reached 
by the oonf erees. 

Through a process of give and take, 
the conferees· have worked out. their dif
ferences on the drug bill, S. 1552. AI:.. 
though in some respects the measure 
does not go as far as I would wish, it is 
still a strong and effective bill. I wish 
to take this opportunity to express my 
deep appreciation to all the conferees 
for their hard and diligent labor, which 
consumed nearly all of October 1 and 2, 
on what by its nature is necessarily a 
complex and difficult subject. 

STEPS INVOLVED IN LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

Those in the future who attempt to 
study the legislative history of this 
measure as it passed through its various 
stages may be forgiven if they become 
somewhat confused. In my experience 
there have been few bills which have 
had so varied a legislative history. Be
fore describing the results of the con
ference, I would like to clarify for the 
RECORD the bill's rather unusual legis
lative history. In so doing I hope to 
eliminate or at least reduce mJsunder ... 
standings and misinterpretations which 
might otherwise arise. 

On the basis of an exhaustive inves
tigation into the ethical drug industry 
beginning with hearings almost 3 years 
ago, on December 7, 1959, as well as the 
consideration of a specific piece· of legis
lation beginning with hearings in July 
1961, the Subcommittee on Antitrust 
and Monopoly of the Senate. Committee 
on the Judiciary on March 8, 1962, ap
proved a drug bill which had been co
sponsored by the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. HART] and isS. 1552. 

The members of the Subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly are the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], the Sena
tor from Michigan [Mr. HART], the Sena
tor from Connecticut EMr. Donn l, the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], 

' the Senator from Dlinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
the Senator from Nebraska £Mr. 
HRUSKA], and I. 

This measure was in turn considerably 
altered by the full Judiciary Committee, 
which reported it out on July 19; the 
general purport of this version of the bill 

· is set forth in Senate Report No. 1744 of 
that date which, in the light of later 
events, should be considered as part 1 of 
that report. 

Following the disclosures in other 
countries of the widespread malf orma
tions in babies associated with the use of 
thalidomide, President Kennedy followed 
an earlier communication of April 10 
with a new letter to Chairman Eastland 
on August 3 urging that the bill. as re
ported by the Committee on the Judi
ciary, be ·strengthened. and to this end 
submitted seven amendments. 

The Committee on the Judiciary then 
reconsidered the . bill .-which it had pre

: yiously reported and strengthened it 
. generally in line with the President's 
recommendations. The purport of its 
recommendations may be found in Sen
ate ;Re.Port. No. l '144, part 2, .dated August 

·· 21, 1962. In view of the fact that the 
J;>res1dent had recommended not only new 
provisions but the strengthening of exist
ing provisions in the form in which they 
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had originally been reported by the com
mittee, there were a number of instances 
of conflict between the bill as originally 
reported by the committee on July 19 
and as later reported on August 21. In 
such instances it is the later bill and re
port which must be regarded as con
trolling. 

In the form reported by the Commit
tee on the Judiciary on August 21, S. 
1552 was adopted by a vote of 78 
to o by the Senate on August 23, and 
Senators not present indicated that they 
were in support of the measure. 

On the day the bill was passed, Au
gust 23, I made a detailed statement of 
its general points, recited some of the 
history of the proposed legislation, and 
complimented the members of the com
mittee and subcommittee staffs, who had 
worked on the bill. I also paid tribute 
to Mr. Tom Collins on the full committee 
staff. 

SECTION 101-REQ'UIREMENT OF ADEQUATE CON
TROLS IN MANUFACTURING 

On this subject the language of the 
Senate and House bills was identical. 
The objective is to prevent production 
under insanitary conditions and to re
quire that the methods used in drug 
manufacture conform to and are oper
ated and administered in conformity 
with "current good manufacturing prac
tice" to the end that the drug "has the 
safety and has the identity and strength 
and meets the quality and purity char
acteristics which it purports or is re
ported to possess." 

As the Judiciary Committee had 
stated: 

The committee decided to provide that not 
only must the requisite methods, facilities 
and quality controls be established in con
formity with current good manUfacturing 
practice, but that these methods, facilities 
and controls must in fact be operated and 
administered in conformity with current 
good manufacturing practice. 
SECTION 102-EFFECTYVENESS AND SAFETY OF 

NEW DRUGS 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAR
ROLL], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
HART], the Senator from Illinois CMr. 
DIRKSEN], and the Senator from Neb
raska [Mr. HRUSKA], and other Senators, In this important area the language of 
made extended statements in connection the Senate and House bills was again 
with the bill on that day. identical, with one minor exception. One 

Only two changes in the bill were made of the grounds in this section for with
on the floor of the Senate, both involv- holding or withdrawing approval of a 
ing the investigational use of drugs be- new drug application was if, in the lan
fore they are put on the mark.et. The guage of the Senate bill, "such labeling 
first concerned the patient's consent to is false or misleading in any particular." 
the use of investigational drugs, and was In the House bill the correlative language 
presented by the Senator from Colorado was "based on a fair evaluation of all ma
[ Mr. CARROLL] and the Senator from terial facts such labeling is false or mis
New York [Mr. JAVITs]. The second leading in any particular." The Senate 
amendment related to animal testing conferees acceded to the House and the 
and related requirements. . phrase "based on a fair evaluation of all 

Meanwhile, there had been introduced material facts" is . contained in the bill 
in the House of Representatives by the reported by the conferees. The grounds 
chairman of its Committee 011 Inter- of inserting this phrase were stated to be 
state and Foreign Commerce, Mr. HARRIS, the desire to obviate the possibility that 
a somewhat different drug bill, H.R. a new drug application would be disap-
11581. It was this measure, insofar as proved or withdrawn arbitrarily or 
it applies to drugs, that the House used capriciously because of some minor or 
as its vehicle in the consideration of this trivial statement that could be easily 
legislation. However, by the time the corrected but at the same time construed 
House reported the measure on Sep- to be false or misleading. This is not a 
tember 22, the Committee had consider- substantive change but an effort to make 
ably modified H.R. 11581 as originalJy explicit what would undoubtedly be the 
introduced, and had indeed incorporated case in any event. 
into it a number of provisions taken from SECTION 103_:.RECORDS A~D REPORTS AS TO EX-

the Senate bill. With two major amend- PERIENCE oN NEW DRUGS-APPROVED NEW 

ments adopted on the floor of the House, DRUGS 

one relating to factory inspection and Both the House and Senate bills added 
one to advertising, the bill as reported by a new provision to the new drug section 
the House Committee was adopted on of the Food and Drug Act requiring drug 
September 27. It was this measure and manufacturers to keep records and make 
the bill passed by the Senate on August reports as to experience with drugs now 
23 which were the subject of the meet- on the market. The Senate bill required 
ings of the conferees. . that in promulgating regulations estab-

The vehicle used in the conference lishing any recordkeeping and reporting 
committee in its considerations was the system under this section, the Secre
bill as passed by the House. As I have tary "shall have due regard for the pro
noted, many of the sections of the House fessional ethics of the medical profession 
bill had previously been taken in whole . and the interests of patients.'' In addi
or in part from the Senate bill. 

Mr. President, with this recounting of tion the Senate bill authorized the See-
the steps involved in the legislative his- retary' where he deemed it appropriate, 
tory of the bill out of the way, I would to furnish drug manufacturers with in
now like to proceed to a discussion of the formation on their product that came to 
specific provisions of S. 1552, as reported the Secretary from sources other than 
by the committee of conference. the manufacturer. The House bi~ con-

Madam President, I shall cover the tain,ed neither of these-provisions. They 
specific provisions of the bill briefly. were accepted by the conferees. 

EXPERIMENTAL USE OF DRUGS 

Both the House and Senate bills con
tain provisions empowering FDA to re
quire drug manufacturers to keep rec.:. 
ords and make reports on clinical 
experience with regard to experimental 
drugs prior to the submission of a new 
drug application for such product. The 
keeping of these records and inaking of 
reports is made a condition precedent 
to any experimental program conducted 
by a drug manufacturer. The Senate 
bill authorized the Secretary to require 
adequate tests on animals before the 
drug could be tested on human beings. 
The House bill contained a similar pro
vision · authorizirig adequate pr~linical 
tests prior to use of humans. While the 
House provision was accepted by the 
conferees, it was specifically provided 
that "preclinical tests'.' would include 
"adequate tests in animals." 

The Senate bill also authorized the 
Secretary to require drug investigators 
to register with the Secretary. The 
House bill contained no similar provision 
and it was not adopted by the conferees. 
The Senate bill authorized the Secretary 
to require drug investigators to furnish 
him with simultaneous copies of their 
reports to the manufacturer on their ex
periments with an experimental drug. 
The House bill, on the other hand, specif
ically rules out any requirement of di
rect submission of reports to the Secre
tary by investigators. The conferees 
accepted a compromise bet\::een the two 
versions whereby analytical reports made 
by mvestigators to the drug manuf ac
turers will be . considered as part of the 
data · the Secretary can require drug 
manufacturers to furnish him prior to 
the subm_ission of the new drug applica
tfon in ·order to enable him to evaluate 
the safety and effectiveness of the drug 
in the event a new drug application for 
it is filed. This new requirement on 
experimental-use drugs puts a firm legis
lative and statutory base under FDA's 
existing regulatory power. . 

With regard to patient consent the 
Senate bill required tnat investigators 
shall h~v.e due regard to the "interest 
of patients," while the House bill specif
ically required that regulations on ex
perimental-use drugs must condition the 
use of such drugs on the patient's con
sent to such use. The conferees ·adopted 
substituted language which requires the 
Secretary ·of HEW to include in his reg
ulations an experimental drug provision 
for obtaining patient consent, "except 
where obtaining such consent would not 
be feasible, or in the professional judg
ment of the investigator would be con
trari to the best interest of the patient." 

The Senator from Nebraska offered 
the compromise language, and after 
some rearrangement, it was adopted. It 
was satisfactory and solved one of the 
very difficult problems we had in the con
ference. 

The conclusion reached by the con
ferees with regard to records and reports 
on new drugs, including· experimental 
drugs, are also applicable to section 106, 

· Records and Reports as to Experience on 
Antibiotics. · 
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SECTION 104-NEW DRUG CLEARANCE 

PROCEDURE , .. 

There was only one difference between 
the Senate and House language~ with re
spect. to the new drug clearance pro:. 
cedure. Both bills provided that a new 
drug application cannot become effective 
automatically under' any circitmstances 
but must be affirmatively approved. Both 
provided that the Secretary initially has 
180 days-unless further extended by 
agreement-in which to · decide to ap
prove the application or to give notice 
of an opportunity for a hearing; that the 
applicant has 30 days in which to request 
a hearing; and that the hearing would 
have to begin within 90 days after such 
30 days, or within a total of 120 days 
after notice of the opportunity of a hear
ing. The Senate bili did not set forth 
any time period by which an order would 
have to be ·entered following the hearing. 
The House bill required the order to be 
issued in 90 days after the completion 
of the hearing. A compromise was 
worked out · to the e·ff ect that the order 
would have to be iss·ued within 90 days, 
not after the hearing, but after the date 
fixed by the ·Secretary for filing final 
briefs. This is the last step in the hear
ing process prior to the final decision of 
the Secretary. ' · 

I personally felt that the Senate bill, 
which put no limit on the time that the 
HEW could take after the hearing, was 
preferable, but I trust that the present 
provision will be adequate. 

The conferees also accepted a House 
provision which would correct a needless 
and unintentional inequity ·in the appli
cation of the food additive anticancer 
proviso to· additives for animal feed, 
while preserving in its full vigor the con
sumer protection now afforded by that 
provision. 
· The provision stipulates that the anti

cancer proviso of existing law shall not 
apply with respect to the use of a sub
stance-for example, a veterinary drug
as an ingredient of feed for animals 
which are raised for food production, if 
the Secretary finds, first, that, under the 
conditions of use and feeding specified in 
proposed labeling and reasonably certain 
to be followed in practice, such additive 
will not adversely affect the animals for 
which such feed is intended; and, sec
ond, that no residue of the additive will 
be found in any edible portion of such 
animals after slaughter or in any food 
product of the living animal-such as 
milk or eggs. · 

Another amendment would similarly 
amend the basic act-which is the cor
responding anticancer clause contained 
in the color additive amendment of 1960 
to the basic act . 
. It should be e_mphasize(i ~hat where _a 

·new drug is involved ,in these field_s and 
subsequent information and new evi
dence raise a question as to its safety, 
it can be withdrawn tinder the new. with
drawal and suspension powers .provided 
for in section 102 of th~ bill. 
SECTION 105--CERTIFICATION OF ALL ANTIBIOTICS 

on this matter -the· c<>nferees aaopted 
the Senate language with~ h~~e~er, o~e 

important limitation contained in the 
House bill; namely,'that the requirement 
for batch certification for antibiotics not 
mcluded in the pr"esent law be limited 
to those "intended for use by man." In 
other words, antibiotics' not now subject 
to ·certification' which are solely intended 
for such : uses as veterinary purposes, 
allimal feed, et cetera, will not be re
qufied to go through batch-by-batch 
certification. They will be subject to 
safety and effectiveness tests under the 
new drug procedures including the · new 
withdrawal powers provided in section 
102. 

I strongly urged that there should be 
batch testmg of antibiotics for use by 
veterinarians. in treating animals and in 
animal feed as well as those used for 
treating human beings, on the theory 
that if an impure antibiotic is used on 
a cow or a steer, the milk or the meat 
might be infected, but I could not pre
vail. That may be a subject of legisla
tive consideration in the next session of 
Congress. 

The conferees also agreed to an 
amendment relating to proof of effec
tiveness of antibiotics now on the mar
ket which have been cleared for safety 
through the new drug procedure of the 
act but have not until n.ow· been subject 
to batch-by-batch certification. The 
purpose of this amendment is to facili
tate the prompt certification of those 
approximately 30 antibiotics that have 
b_een approved for safety only under the 
new drug provisions. Under the certi
fication procedure these antibiotics will 
have to be both safe and effective for 
their intended use. In the period of 
transition, these antibiotics will be ap
proved for certification for the same 
conditions that have been approved in 
their new drug application. However, 
the . Food and Drug Administration un
der this amendment is empowed to re
view the adequacy of the evidence on 
effectiveness and if it concluded that 
there is a lack of substantial evidence 
to support any · or all of the existing 
claims, it can change' the certification 
£o eliminate these .Unsubstantiated 
claims. There of course would be pub
lic procedure with an opportunity for 
hearings and judicial review afforded the 
drug manufacturers before the FDA be
gan this type of action. 

SECTION 107-EFFECTIVE DATES 

Here, the Senate language was adopted 
with one insertion· from the House bill, 
which reads as follows: 

The amendments made by sections 101, 
103, 105, and 106 of this part A shall, with 
respect to any drug, take effect on the first 
day of the seventh calendar month following 
the month_ in whic~ this act is enacted. . 

The effect of the insertion is to delay 
for 6 months after enactment of the bill 
the sections relating to quality manuf ac
turlng_ controls-section 101-records 
arid.reports on new drugs-section 103-
certification of antibiotics-section 105-
and . records and 'reports on antibiotics-
section 106. 

·With respect to section 102, effective
fiess and sa~etY o_f new drugs, the Senate 

language which was adopted by the con
ference ccinirhittee provides~ among other 
things, that the new grounds for with
drawing approval of a new drug already 
on the market under the- new authority 
relating to. drug eff ectiven:ess would not 
apply until 2 years after the bill is en
acted unless approval of the new drug is 
withdrawn or suspended earlier on other 
grounds. · 

SECTION 111-AUTHORITY TO STANDARDIZE 

NAMES 

. On this subject the language of the 
Senate bill was adopted with one inser
tion from . the House bill-a li;mitation 
that "in no event, however, shall the 
Secretary establish a standard name so 
as to infringe a valid trademark." The 
objective of this insertion is the limited 
one of preventing the Secretary, in de
termining· an official name in the interest 
of achieving usefulness and simplicity, 
from using as the official name a valid 
trademark. 

Under the Senate language the grant 
of authority to the Secretary to estab
lish official names is limited to two con
ditions: First, where he is requested to 
do so by the compiler of an official com
pendium; and, second, when the Secre
tary makes reviews of official names, 
which under the section he is required 
to do. 

SECTION 112-NAME TO BE USED ON DRUG 

LABELING 

In this section both the Senate and 
House versions were identical with one 
exception. This was a limitation upon 
the frequency with which the established 
name should appear in labeling, which 
among other things includes direct mail 
advertisements, brochures, pamphlets, 
and so forth; under the limitation the 
established name would have had to be 
printed only "at the first place, and at 
the most conspicuous place if other than 
the first place, at which such proprie
tary name for such drug or ingredient, as 
the case · may be, is used." This limi
tation was not accepted by the confer
ees. Thus the established name of a 
prescription drug must appear i~ type 
at least half as large as the trade name 
wherever the latter is used in drug pro
motional matter, including package in
serts, and so forth. 

SECTION 113-EXCLUSION OF COSMETICS 

The House bill contained a provision 
not in the Senate measure to the effect 
that the bill "shall not apply to. apy cos
metic unless such cosmetic is also a drug 
or device or component thereof." This 
provision was accepted by the conferees. 
. SECTION 131-PRESCRIPTION DRUG ADVERTISE-

MENTS 

In this ar~a the Senate and House bills 
differed in only two respects. Both re
quired all advertisements and other de
scriptive printed · material to . include 
among other things information "relat
ing to side effects, contraindications and 
effectiveness." The House bill provided 
that this information may be shown "in 
brief summary," which obviously means 
a fair condensation of the full disclosure 
information already required in labeling 
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·by. the FDA un:der regulations. More
over, the House bill contained an explicit 
provision not in the Senate_ measure to 
the effect that "except in extraordinary 
circumstances no regulation issued under 
this paragraph shall require prior ap.. 
proval by the Secretary of the content 
of any advertisement." With one .addi
tional provision, the conferees accepted 
the House language. This additional 
language is as follows: · 

This paragraph (n) shall not be applicable 
to any printed matter which the secretary 
determines to be labeling as defined in sec
tion 201(m) of this Act. 

The effect of this change is to put 
printed matter not clearly labeling and 
not clearly advertisements either under 
the labeling requirements or under the 
advertising requirements, as the Secre
tary determines. 

SECTION 201-FACTORY INSPECTION 

The language of the Senate and House 
bills was identical with two exceptions. 
The House measure omitted from the 
scope of factory inspection any "consult
ing laboratories in which prescription 
drugs are manufactured, processed, 
packed or held." Although conferees 
adopted the Senate language, it is to be 
understood that the consulting labora
tories to be subject to this provision are 
those in which prescription drugs are 
"manufactured, processed, packed or 
held" and does not extend to those labo
ratories, such as those in many univer
sities and colleges, which carry on re
search on drugs but do not carry on as 
a business activity the operations of 
manufacturing, processing, packing, or 
storing. 

The factory inspection provisions ap
proved by the conferees do not include 
the language of the House fioor amend
ment which was an effort to specify af
firmatively what would be subject to in
spection. The deletion of this language 
and the approval of section 201 in its 
present form means that insofar as pre
scription drug plants are concerned the 
Food and Drug Administration is clearly 
empowered to inspect all things in such 
a drug establishment bearing on viola
tion of the act, including those records 
not specifically exempted from inspection 
by the bill. 

In addition, the bill makes perfectly 
clear that whatever powers FDA now has 
to inspect food, cosmetic devices, and 
proprietary drug plants is in no way di
minished. 

SECTION 202-CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMA-
TION OBTAINED BY INSPECTION 

The House bill extended the scope of 
the confidentiality requirements in sec
tion 30l<j) of the Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act, but made a special provision 
to the effect that "nothing in this act 
shall authorize the withholding of inf or
mation from the duly authorized com
mittees of the Congress." The con
ferees decided to strike the corifidential
ity provision entirely from the bill and 
to leave the law on this matter as it is. 

The Senate Subcommittee on Anti
trust and Monopoly has in the past had 
no di.mculty in securing information 
from the Food and Drug Administra
tion and has never wished to secure in
formation of the type prohibited by the 

present law; namely, information relat
ing to ''any method or process which as 
a trade secret·is ·entitled to protection." 
It is expected, of course, that since the . 
Congress is not making "the law more 
restrictive on this matter, the FDA .will 
not make its interpretation and admin
istration of section 301<j) more restric
tive. Congress and the public deserve to 
have access to information in the Food 
and Drug Administration which is not of 
the nature of a trade secret and is in the 
public interest. 

SECTION 203-EFFECT ON STATE LAWS 

A provision in the House bill relating 
to the effect on State laws was changed 
by the conferees to read as follows: 

Nothing iri the amendments made by this 
act to the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
shall be construed as invalidating any pro
vision of a State law which would be valid 
in the absence of such amendments unless 
there is a. direct and positive conflict be
tween such amendments and such provisions 
of State law. 
SECTION 302- REGISTRATION OF PRODUCERS 01' 

DRUGS 

Among the proVisions in the Senate 
bill which were not contained in the 
House measure was a requirement for 
the registration of drug producers. This 
provision requires every drug producer to 
register annually with the Secretary his 
name, place of business, and all his es
tablishments engaged in the manufac
ture of drugs. A registration number is 
to be assigned to each establishment. 
Each registered establishment is to be 
inspected at least once every 2 years. 

This, of course, is intended for the pur
pose of letting the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare know who is in 
the drug bus.iness, to help prevent so
called bathtub operators. By knowing 
that the pharmaceutical manufacturer's 
plant was registered and inspected, 
physician and patients will know that 
the drugs are pure, sound, and effective. 

Exempted from the requirements are 
pharmacies, licensed practitioners using 
drugs solely in the course of their pro
fessional practice, those using drugs 
solely in research or teaching or for 
chemical analysis and not for sale, and 
such other classes of persons the regis
tration of which is found by the Secre
tary to be not necessary for the protec
tion of the public health. This section 
was adopted without change by the con
ferees. 

To these requirements the conferees 
added several provisions. The first, 
which is in the nature of a preamble to 
the registration section, widens the scope 
of registration and factory inspection. 

·rt reads as follows: 
The. Congress hereby finds and declares 

that in order to make regulation of interstate 
commerce in drUgs effective, it is necessary 
to provide for registration and inspection of 
a.ll es.tabllshments in which drugs are manu
factured, prepared, propagated, compounded, 
or process.ed; that the products of all such 
establishments are likely to enter the chan
nels of interstate commerce and directly a!
:rect such commerce; and that the regulation 
of interstate collllllerce in drugs without pro
vision for registration and inspection of es
tablishments that may be engaged only in 
intrastate commerce in such drugs would 
discriminate against and depress interstate 
commerce in such drugs and adversely bur-

den, obstruct and affe_ct such interstate com-
merce. 

The second establishes a means by 
which the Secretary of Health, Educa-· 
tion, and Welfare can be informed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury of imports 
from plants in foreign countries not 
registered under this section. Samples 
of imported drugs from nonregistered 
foreign plants are to be delivered to the 
Secretary of HEW; their owner or con
signee is to be notified of this fact; and 
he may appear before the Secretary of 
HEW and have the right to introduce 
testimony. The full provision reads as 
follows: 

The Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare shall furnish to the Secretary of the 
Treasury a list of establishments registered 
pursuant to subsection ( i) of section 509 and 
shall request that if any drugs manufactured, 
prepared, propagated, compounded, or prQC
essed in an establishment not so registered 
are imported or offered for import into the 
United States, samples of such drugs be 
delivered to the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, with notice of such de
livery to the owner or consignee, who may 
appear before the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare and have the right to 
introduce testimony. 

Foreign plants may continue to im
Port drugs into this country provided, 
of course, that their new drug applica
tion is approved, and that "adequate 
and effective means are available, by 
arrangement with the government of 
such foreign country or otherwise to 
enable the Secretary to determine from 
time to time whether the drugs manu
factured" meet the requirements set 
forth in chapter 8, relating to imports 
and exports, of the Food, Drug, and Cos- · 
metic Act. 
SECTION 308-INFORMATION ON PATENTS FOR 

DRUGS 

The Senate bill contained a provision 
not in the House measure which is de
signed to enable the Commissioner of 
Patents, who has on his staff no physi
cians or pharmacologists, to obtain in
formation on drugs from the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. At 
the present time he can secure such 
information from this or any other Gov
ernment agency only upon the approval 
of the patent applicant. Under this sec
tion the Secretary is authorized and 
directed upon request from the Com
missioner of Patents to furnish full and 
complete information to the Commis
sioner. It is further provided that the 
Secretary is authorized upon request by 
the Commissioner "to conduct or cause 
to be conducted such research as may be 
required." The conferees accepted this 
provision in the Senate bill. 

This section should be of definite 
assistance to the Patent Office in han
dling patent applications for drugs. The 
Commlssioner of Patents has testified 
that such a provision would eliminate 
uncertainties and lead to the develop
ment of standard operational procedure 
between the Patent omce and the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare. He indicated that it would be of 
great assistance in some cases, particu
larly in making available the advice and 
counsel of specialists. The Patent omce 
should now feel free to consult and 
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discuss questions ari&ing in particular 
drug applications with the appropriate 
Government specialists or to request 
more formal reports. 

Madam President, in the original bill 
as reported by the Antitrust and Monop
oly Subcommittee there was a provision 
which would have required the filing 
with the Commissioner of Patents of all 
agreements in connection with inter
ference cases, for consideration and re
view by the Federal Trade Commission 

· and the Department of Justice. · This 
would help these agencies in determin
ing whether the antitrust laws were being 
violated. We have found many cases in 
connection with interference agree
ments, which have been secret, in which 
there were violations of the antitrust 
laws; indeed, the Department of Justice 
has brought two cases, and the Federal 
Trade Commission has brought one case 
based upon the information disclosed in 
our investigation involving agreements 
in interference proceedings. Last August 
I had planned to off er an amendment to 
put this section relating only to drugs, 
back in the bill, when it reached the 
fioor of the Senate. A few days earlier, 
however, a similar bill, applying to all 
products sponsored by the administra
tion passed the House of Representa
tives. Hearings were held before the 
Patent Subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee, headed by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], of which I 
have the privilege of serving as a mem
ber. Commissioner Ladd and others 
testified. The bill was approved, with 
some amendments, by the subcommittee 
and by the full committee, and a short 
time ago it was passed in the Senate. It 
is now in the House. I believe it will ·be
come law. It has to do with all inter
ference proceedings and all patents. · It 
is almost identical with what· I had in
tended to off er with respect to drugs, 
but it is infinitely broader in that it 
applies to products and processes of all 
kinds. 

There are some provisions not con
tained in the conference report which I 
had hoped would be included. One 
would have required the Food and Drug 
Administration to furnish package in
serts to physicians, in convenient and 
readable form, so that physicians could 
have the official information from the 
Food and Drug Administration as to 
what the drugs would do, what the side 
effects would be, and so forth. This pro
vision was stricken, largely on the ground 
of what it might cost. I offered a varia
tion in conference giving the Secretary 
discretion as to which physician would 
receive which package inserts, according 
to their specialties. It would have re
duced the cost, but this, too, was rejected. 
Undoubtedly, this will be the subject ·or ·a 
legislative proposal in the next session 
of Congress. A few other provisions 
which I favored also were not acoepteq,
which I will introduce in separate bills 
in the next session of Congress. · 

On the whole, we have obtained a _ 
good, strong, fair drug bill, needed by the 
people of the Nation. Prescription drugs 
are big business. The drugs sold· by man
ufacturers .to pharmacists and to hos
pitals totals $3,200 million a year. That 

is niore than is involved in medical fees. 
Among other things the bill will insure 

that ·drugs will be properly made; that 
they will be made with good control 
procedures; that sanitary provisions will 
be enforced; that factories will be in
spected; that drugs will be safe; that ad
vertisements will contain accurate infor
mation on side effects and efficacy; that 
excessive claims as to a drug's efficacy 
will not be stated; that generic names 
will be established which will be simple 
and useful; that all antibiotics for human 
use will be certified; and that the Patent 
Commissioner will be able to obtain 
needed information on drugs. 

These provisions will be of great help 
to the people of the United States, to 
the Food and J;>rug Administration, to 
those who take drugs, to physicians, and 
indeed, to the pharmaceutical manu
facturers, who, I believe, will realize, 
more and more, that it is to their benefit, 
also. Whereas the drug industry had 
been opposed to our activity in the begin
ning, it came to see, of itself, that soine 
reforms and changes were needed. I am 
happy that we have finally been able to 
obtain such a good bill. 

As I have said before, the bill is the 
result of hard work on the part of all 
members of the subcommittee--the 
majority members and the minority 
members. They have all given it much 
consideration and much thought. 

I have previously taken occasion to 
express my appreciation to the members 
of the staff of the Antitrust and Monop
oly Subcommittee, both majority and 
minority members of that staff, who 
worked so diligently, intelligently, and 
ably in the investigation and in the con
duct of the hearings and in the prepara
tion of the proposed legislation. I spoke 
about them, as did the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] and the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA], in our 
speeches on August 23. I again wish to 
thank all of them. 

In connection with the conference, I 
wish especially to express my apprecia
tion to the members of the staff of the 
Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommittee, 
particularly Horace L. Flurry, Dr. John 
M. Blair, Dr. E. Wayles Browne; and the ' 
minority staff members, Peter Chumbris, 
and Ron Raitt; also I wish to pay tribute 
to the ability and the work of Tom Col
lins on the full committee staff: 

In conclusion, Mr. President, this bill 
constitutes something of a:. tribute to the 
Founding Fathers for their wisdom in 
creating the legislative branch as a sepa
rate branch of government. The separa
tion of the legislative from the executive 
branch has long been criticized by 
proponents of the parliamentary form of 
government. But I doubt whether under 
a parliamentary system the investiga
tion would ever have been made of ·new 
and original remedies conceived. I can
not stress too greatly that most of the 
provisions of this omnibus bill are not 
only .the outgrowth of an investigation by 
the legislative branch, but the solutions 
embodied· in the bill were conceived of 
by tlie iegislative branch. · . 

This was not one of the all too fre- , 
quent situations in which the role of 
Congress was merely that of passing 

upon a proposal developed by the execu
tive branch, nor · did it involve merely 
taking an old bill which had been re
jected, updating it and inserting some 
new touch to make it current. The bill 
involved new thinking, new ideas. They 
came from a legislative committee. At 
the outset of the investigation, we were 
actually discouraged by top officials of 
the Food and Drug Administration. Not 
only had they no remedies for most of 
the problems with which we were be
ginning to be concerned; they did not 
even recognize them as problems. 

Since World War II, the drug industry 
has undergone phenomenal growth, giv
ing rise to a host of new problems affect
ing not only prices, but also the safety 
of drugs and the quality of information 
reaehing doctors. It was the Subcom
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly of the 
Committee on the Judiciary which 
through almost 3 years of the most ar
duous labor disclosed what the problems 
were. It was the same subcommittee 
which conceived the legislative proposals 
to deal with these problems. The ·bm 
no.w before the Senate consists in large 
part of those proposals, or adaptations 
thereof. 

What has taken place, therefore, has 
been achieved only in the legislative 
branch, in a manner envisioned by the 
framers of the Constitution: First, in
vestigate to determine the nature of the 
problem; second, devise appropriate 
legislative remedies; and third, enact 
them. The role of the executive branch 
is properly that of seeing to it that they 
are enforced. 

As the economy has grown and our 
problems have multiplied and become 
increasingly complex, the legislature has 
found itself more and more in the posi
tion of merely passing on legislative pro
posals offered by the. executive branch. 
This was not the intent of our Founding 
Fathers. 

The moral of the drug bill is that 
even on an exceedingly complex issue 
the legislative branch can perform in 
the manner originally intended. With 
only a · small staff of competent prof es
sional personnel the Congress can prove 
itself to be just as able as the vast bu
reaucracy of the executive branch, if 
not more so, to assume leadership in 
the legislative process. 

Madam President, I yield the fioor . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 

NEUBERGER in the chair). The question 
is on agreeing to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 
During the delivery of Mr. KEFAUVER's 

speech, 
Mr. CARROLL. · Madam President, 

will the Senator from Tennessee yield? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena

tor from Colorado, a distinguished mem
ber of the Subcommittee on Antitrust 
and Monopoly, who worked long and 
hard on the bill and whose labors we 
all appreciate. 

Mr. CARROLL. Madam President, I 
desire to pay tribute to the long and 
arduous work of the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] and the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. HART], and to the 
excellent work done by the staff over a 
period of some 3 years, led by Dr. John 
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Blair, which has led to the bill which is 
before the Senate toCl.ay for- passage. No 
one can really fully appreciate the ·scope 
of the bill unle8s he has read the record . 
or has attended the hearings which took : 
place through many years. 

S. 1552, a bill to amend and supple
ment the laws with respect to the man
ufacture and distl.ibution of drugs, is the 
result or 3 years of investigation and re
search undertaken by the Antitrust. and 
Monopoly Subcommittee of which I am 
proud to be a member. During much of 
this time we of the subcommittee had 
very little. support and many obstacles 
were placed in our path. It did not look 
as though we could obtain a meaning
ful bill. During an of this period, I am 
pleased to say that our chairman, the 
Senator from Tennessee, never once was 
dissuaded from his purpose. 

As a result of· the work done by our 
committee members and by our commit
tee staff-and unhappily because of the 
great and tragic experience in Europe 
with the experimental drug thalido
mide-we have before us today a meas
ure which marks a major strengthening 
of the Federal drug controls. 

I am especially pleased that the bill 
before the Senate, as approved by the 
conference committee, embodies within 
it the so-called Carroll,-Javits amend
ment, which requires for patient pre
notification before experimental drugs _ 
can be prescribed. 

When we first presented this amend
ment we were told that it was not 
feasible. ·we persisted with our amend
ment, however, because we felt that 
when a man or his loved one consults 
his family doctor, he has the right to be 
assured that only safe and proven medi
cines will be administered. 

In the Senate version of the bill, Sen
ator JAVITS and I were successful in ob
taining an amendment-not all that we 
sought, it is true-which would insure 
that patients• rights would be considered 
in the promulgation of regulations for 
the use of experimental drugs. 

Fortmiately, happily. the House was 
able to go even further in this respect 
with the result tha:t the bill before us 
today provides that a doctor must obtain 
a patient's permission to be treated with 
an experimental drug. The only excep
tions to the this lie in those cases where 
a doctor feels obtaining such permission 
would not be feasible or in the patient's 
best interest. 

Madam President, I am proud to have 
worked shoulder to shoulder with the 
Senator from Tennessee CMr. KEFAUVER] 
in this endeavor. I urge the Senate to · 
give this confei·ence report its speedy 
approv.aJ. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed a.t this point in 
the RECORD an article entitled "Conferees 
Vote Real Tightening Control of Drugs,• 
published. in the Wall Street Journal of 
today, October 3, 1962. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Th_ere being no objeetion, the article · 
was ordered to be printed in tAe RECOR.I>, 
as follows: 
CoNFEJtE:Es VOTE BILL TIGHTENING .CoNTSOL 

OF DRuGS--COMPROMISE MAKEs FDUllS REG .. 
. ISTEB.. W)TH AGENCY; FINAL PASSAGB LIKELY 
SOON-SOME KENNEDY CLAUSES EASED 
WASHINGTON.-A Senate-House conference 

approved a bill tightening Federal controls 
over the xna.nUfacture and marketing of pre
scription drug,S. Both Chambers are expected 
to approve the measure by tomorrow and 
send it to the White House. 

The conferees accepted the Senate bill's 
requirement that mug manufacturers regis·
ter with the Government and a House pro
vision that side-effect information to be 
included in drug advertisements need only 
be "in brief summary." But they rejected 
a Senate proposal that the Government pub
lish and distribute to doctors, clinics, and 
libraries copies. of the printed material that 
the Government requires be included in drug 
packages, containing detailed information 
on tlle use. and effects of the drug. 

The bill's controls are not a.s tight as those 
proposed by the Kennedy administration, 
and the measure omits some administra
tion provisions; New controls over barbitu
rates, amphetamines, and biological drugs, 
and authority for thorough Government in
spection of factories producing nonprescrip-
tion drUID>. · 

PROVISIONS LISTED 

These are the other major provisions of 
the bill: 

Thorough Federal inspection is authorized 
for factories producing prescription drugs. 

Drugs must be turned out under good 
manufacturing practices, must be safe, and 
meet the quality and purity characteristics 
claimed for them. 

New drugs can't be marketed until spe
cific approval is granted by the Food and 
Drug Administration, and a manufacturer 
must show "substantial evidence" that a 
new drug will have the etrect claimed for 
it. The FDA is given 180 days in which to 
consider a new-drug application; an appli
cant has an additional 30 days to request a 
hearing if the FDA refuses to approve the 
drug; the agency has 90 days after that to 
hold a hearing, and the agency has 90 days 
a!ter the date set for filing final legal briefs 
to issue a decision. 

The Government may withdraw from the 
market any drug believed. to present an "im
minent hazard" to the public. 

Go.vernment controls over the manufac
ture of ce.rtain antibiotics are extended to all 
9! them. 

Manufacturers must keep records of side 
e1Iects and other experience with drugs and 
make these records available to the FDA. 

The common or official name of a drug 
must be printed on the label prominently 
and in type at lea.st half as large as that of 
the brand name. The FDA is authorized to 
determine a drug's omcial name when the 
industry cannot agree. 

EXPERIMENTAL DRUGS 

In addition to these legal requirements, 
the bill authorizes the FDA to include cer- _ 
tain specified provisions in its regulations 
governing the use of experimental drugs, 
those not yet approved for general· public 
sale. Thalidomide, the widely publicized 
German sleeping pill that was linked to de
formities in newborn babies, was distributed 
in this country as such an experimental 
drug and '!as .not approved by the FDA. The 
bill's suggested new regulations, largely sirn
llar to those proposed recently by the FDA 
itself, would require doctors to: -

Obtain a patient's permission to be treated 
with an experimental Clrug, except when the 
doctor feels obtaining such pe:r:mtss1on 

wouldn't. be feasible or in the ~tient.'s best 
interest. : 

Report to manufac.turer~ ari.d indirectly 
to the Government on .the r~sµlts of .experi-
mental drugs. . . · 

And administer experimental drugs only 
to patients under their personal supervision. 

Although the bill doesn't require the FDA 
to issue these regulations, members of the 
conference committee said it assumed the 
agency would agree to the recommendations. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I am grateful to the Senator from Colo
rado for his kind remarks. 

As I have said before, he has worked 
hard, long, most diligently, and most 
faithfully on this legislation. For 3 
years he has devoted himself to it, and 
his contributions to it have been of great 
importance. I am most grateful for what 
he has done. 

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President. will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. First, I pay my respects 

to the chairman of the. subcommittee, the 
Senator from Tennesssee [Mr. 'KEFA-U
VER] ; and I express my admiration of 
him and the pleasure I have had, par
ticularly in working on this amendment, 
which the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
CARROLL] has described. 

As I understand the conference report, 
it requires that the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare shall include in 
his regulations a provision to the effect 
that experimental dn1gs may be used 
only after the patient's. consent is ob
tained. I point out, in that connection, 
the importance of the use of the word 
"shall" at that point in this measure. 
The use of the word "shall" definitely 
imposes this responsibility on the medi
cal profession, with the result that the 
doctor will have. in addition to his re
sponsibility under his Hippocratic oath 
and under the canon of ethics, the clear 
responsibility of finding, if he decides 
not to obtain the consent of the patient, 
that to obtain his consent would not be 
"feasible" or in the professional judg
ment of the investigator would be "con
trary to the best interests" of the pa
tient. 

I believe that provision supports very 
definitely the contention we have made. 
I should like to, have the Senator from 
Tennesse, who has been in charge of the 
bill, confirm my understanding of this 
pa.rt of the report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. ·The Senator from 
New York has correctly stated the mean
ing of that provision. He and the Sena
tor from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL] worked 
diligently to have such a provision in
cluded. On the Senate floor an amend
ment was offered and accepted to the 
effect that in giving experimental drugs 
physicians shall con.sider the ·best in
terest of their patients. In the House of 
Representatives, the Friedel amendment. 
which was along the sam.e line but some
what tighter was adopted. In the con
ference. an amendment in line with 
these two amendments-suggested by 
the Senator from Nebraska-was sub
mitted. I · proposed some rearrangement 
of the langu~ge, but the!e wa.S .no change 
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in the meaning. The resultant language 
requires the patient's consent, except 
in instances-as the Senator from New 
York has said-in which it is deemed not 
feasible or, the doctor's best judgment, is 
contrary to the best interests of such 
human beings. The decision must be 
according to the best judgment of the 
doctors involved. There will be no inter
ference with the doctor-patient relation
ship. But the responsibility for not ob
taining the patient's consent will clearly 
rest with the physicians. 

Mr. JAVITS. I was seeking to estab
lish the point that it will be the prof es
sional responsibility of the doctor in both. 
cases-both as to the determination of 
feasibility ana. as to the determination 
of the effect on the patient. The inclu
sion of that provision imposes a greater 
sanction than merely the use of the word 
"feasible." 

As professional men, the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Colo
rado and I understand that one will not 
assume that responsibility except on the 
basis of the greatest exercise of con
science. That is what the conferees have 
provided for. 

I also congratulate the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], with whom 
I worked on another aspect of this bill, 
a provision with respect to stopping the 
experimental use of drugs on humans in 
the event they are deemed to be unsafe. 
I am pleased to note that that provision 
also is in the bill as reported by the 
conferees. 

So, Madam President, I congratulate 
the principal proponents and sponsors 
on our side, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] and the Senator from 
Nebraska CMr. HRUSKA], and also the 
principal proponents and sponsors on 
the othe:: side of the aisle, the Senator 
from Tennessee CMr. KEFAUVER], and 
also the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
CARROLL], for the provisions they have 
proposed, which now have been included 
in the conference report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Senator 
from New York. He has correctly stated 
the intention of the conferees. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. CARROLL. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. CARROLL. I wish to say that in 

my opinion this is one of the most 
important measures in the domestic 
field to be passed at this session. It is 
of great importance to the family life of 
the Nation and to the protection of our 
people. I think it will · also be of great 
help to the pharmaceutical profession 
and the medical profession. But, above 
all, it will be helpful to the American 
people. 

That is why I pay special tribute to the 
Senator from Tennessee and the excel-. 
lent committee staff who have worked so 
hard for so many years on this measure. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President1 

the Senator is correct when he says this 
is one of the most important measures 
in the domestic field which has been 
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passed either at this sessioJ;l or in many 
other sessions. 

Mr. HART. Madam President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am glad to yield 
to the coauthor of the bill, who has been 
my fellow worker on it. 

Mr. HART. Madam President, I, too, 
wish to express the pride I have because 
of my association with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] and the other 
members of the Subcommittee on Anti
trust and Monopoly, whose labors have 
culminated in bringing us to this point, 
which I hope is just immediately preced
ing adoption of the conference report on 
this bill. 

I suggest that those who may be inter
ested in observing the legislative process 
from the time of the inception of a bill 
to the point of its enactment will do well 
to study this bill. I unhesitatingly rec
ommend, in that connection, that, they 
study the bill from the time of its en
actment up to this point. I believe an 
important lesson is to be learned from 
reviewing, as the Senator from Tennes
see now is doing, the events preceding 
this moment. 

Not long ago I was asked by a member 
of the press who was interested in the 
drug legislation whether I believe our 
society is the kind which must encounter 
a disaster before it will take any definite 
or significant action on a domestic issue. 
He made the point that if it had not 
been for the thalidomide incident, this 
bill would never have gotten out of the 
committee. I reminded him that I felt 
a bill would have gotten out of the com
mittee, but certainly not this bill. In 
fairness to our system, I think the cor
rect answer to such a question is that 
a disaster helps, provided there have 
been at work concerned men and women 
who have developed a position on which 
the legislative body can quickly take a 
stand when disaster confronts it. That 
is exactly what the . Senator from Ten
nessee was doing over a period of almost 
3 years. Painstakingly, and while sub
ject to much buffeting and many pres
sures, the Senator from Tennessee and 
the subcommittee were developing a rec
ord, drafting a bill, and buttressing it 
with arguments; and, as a result, the 
Judiciary Committee was able to re-· 
spond promptly to the disaster which 
developed in connection with the use of 
thalidomide. 

The Senator from Tennessee and a 
few other Senators were trying to point 
out the weakness of the earlier legis
lation and were trying to indicate that 
an incident similar to the one which 
developed in connection with the use of 
thalidomide could occur unless the law 
was changed. When it did occur, there 
was a great expression in the committee 
and in the entire Senate of willingness 
to take a_ction on this legislation. 

I think perhaps the greatest tribute 
which could be paid the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], is again to 
make the point that long before the 
danger of using thalidomide became ap
parent, and long before legislation of 

this type was popular, he was· urging 
the development of legislation to pro
tect against the occurrence of disasters 
of the type of the one which resulted 
from the use of thalidomide. He sug
gested that such disasters were definitely 
a possibility, and he suggested the nec
essary safeguards. This is why I am 
particularly glad to take this much of 
the time of the Senate-late though it 
is-to pay my tribute to him. 

From my own experience, I know that 
in the course of the 3 years during which 
we have been studying the operations 
of the drug industry, there have been 
some rather weird suggestions as to what 
motivated us. The suggestions ranged 
from an intrinsic distrust of profits to 
the intolerable desire to eliminate suc
cess. That, of course, was so much. 
hogwash. 

I think time will be kind to the sub
committee in its conduct, but I know 
that its chairman, more than any of the 
rest of us-and all of us indeed, were 
subjected to it-were subjected to some 
pretty harsh questioning, as we sought 
to make the record and then to write 
the bill. I am delighted and proud that 
the Senate bill is the Kefauver-Hart bill. 
If my name were to stand on only one 
piece of legislation for so long as I was 
permitted to be here, I would select this 
one, because as the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. CARROLL] has said, on the 
domestic scene there is as much long
term good in this bill as in any the Con
gress will enact. It is due almost en
tirely to the courage and devotion of 
the Senator from Tennessee, and I 
salute him. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield, so that I may 
comment on the suggestions made by 
the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I will yield in just 
a moment, but, first, I would like to 
thank the distinlnlished Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. HARTL I am sure that 
during the last 3 years he has spent 
more time on this legislation and in this 
subcommittee than in perhaps all of his 
other committee assignments put to
gether. 

He has shown great interest and 
tremendous knowledge of the problem. 
He has stood up valiantly for the provi
sions of the bill. He has been a hard 
worker, whose steadfast support has 
been most encouraging to me through
eut this difficult undertaking. 

Many Senators have contributed to 
the final product. The Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. HART] made a great con
tribution, as did the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], and other 
members of the committee. The Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA], with 
his keen mind, helped clarify many is
sues. The Senator from Nebraska has 
been very diligent in his efforts through
out the consideration of the bill, al
though we have not always agreed, and 
have frequently disagreed, as to the ap
proach that should be taken. 

I yield now to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 
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Mr. HRUSKA. Madam President, 
this is an instance in which we can 
well apply the old proverb or classical 
saying that "All's well that ends well." 

The bill before us is a goOd bill. It 
is sound, and workable. It is acceptable 
to those who will be in charge of its ad
ministration and enforcement ahd it 
is acceptable to industry. 

Most· of all, it is very acceptable to the 
public which has the greatest stake of 
all. It wants good drugs; not just now 
but tomorrow and next year. 

The Senator spoke of many having 
joined in the bill. That is correct. It is 
the joint product of many minds. 

I would not want to minimize for a 
moment the monumental work done by 
the Senator from Tennessee. I do not 
want to detract from the credit given to 
him, or the members of the committee, 
or the staff, or the Congress. However, 
I think we ought to keep the record 
straight as tQ the terrible tragedy of the 
thalidomide and how much it may have 
contributed to the enactment of this bill. 
· I have lived with this bill as long as 
any Senator, with the exception, perhaps, 
of the Senator from Tennessee. I sub
mit that, with one exception, and some 
small refinements the bill that was be
fore us on July 19, before thalidomide 
formed the essential framework and de
tails of this bill. 

That exception is the provision which 
calls for suspension of drugs from the 
market on an immediate basis. Beyond 
that, and some subsequent refinements 
all of the limitations in this bill, are to 
be found in the bill of July 19. 

The further fact is that the law as it 
presently exists was sufficient to deal 
with the thalidomide episode. I do not 
say the enforcement of the law will not 
be more effective under this bill. But, 
at the same time, to say that the July 
19 bill, was a creature of limited and in
hibited powers, is simply in accord with 
the record. 

I am glad the bill went back to the 
Judiciary Committee after July 19 and 
that it ripened into the seasoned product 
of August 21. I am glad it was taken to 
conference with the House of Represent
atives, where a lot of good was done. 

But I want the record straight that 
the thalidomide incident, although it re
sulted in some refinements and good 
points, was not necessary to achieve this 
legislation. 

I do not want work of the Committee 
on the Judiciary derogated or down
graded in any way. The efforts leading 
up to the introduction in . this Chamber 
of the bill of July 19 were of no small 
moment. They were in keeping with the 
highest legislative traditions. As a re
sult of those efforts we got a bill that 
eventually provided the framework and 
much of the substance of the legislation 
which I hope will be passed by the Sen
ate shortly. 

Mr. HART. Madam President, if the 
Senator from Tennessee will permit me 
to make a response to the Senator from 
Nebraska, I think my remarks caused 
the Senator's statement. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is why I sug
gested that the remarks should not be 
printed at that point in the RECORD. 

· Mr: HART. Of course, I shall wish to 
reread my statement, but I will say that 
I think a bill would have been reported 
by the committee without the thalido
mide incident. However, I repeat my 
statement that it is a much better bill 
because of the thalidomide incident. 

I suggest to the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee that we should have 
printed in the RECORD at this point the 
minority views which accompanied the 
bill which was reported July 19. We 
could look at that, and look at the final 
document, and then we would have the 
answer. I think that would balance the 
record. 

Mr. HRUSKA. It would balance the 
record. We could also have printed the 
material on page 17391 of ~he CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, in which there is an out
line of the July 19 bill on a comparative 
basis. That would balance the record, 
too. That would bear out the statement 
made by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Again I do not want to imply that less 
credit should be given to various mem
bers of the committee or to anyone on 
the staff for the work they have done. 

At the same time, I would not want 
the record to stand in such a way as to 
imply that the Committee on the Judici
ary, or the staff of the committee, or 
any portion thereof, did not act in its full 
responsibility or in the full discharge of 
conscientious duties in the action taken 
on the July 19 bill. That bill sub
stantially complied with all the content 
of the President's April 10 letter pre
scribing what he felt was necessary to 
achieve good legislation. 

There was an exception which was re
served for additional legislation. The 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 
who is in the Chamber, has introduced 
a bill to cover that situation. With that 
exception the President's letter of 
April 10 was substantially complied with 
in the July 19 bill. 

The President sent another letter in 
August and said, "Because of the tha
lidomide incident we think these addi
tional things should be done." The 
Judiciary Committee, to a man, ap
proved what the President prescribed in 
the second letter. So you can see, this 
bill is the product of the minds and ac
tivities and best judgments of many, 
many people. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I do not think any useful purpose would 
be served by arguing about the July 19 
bill or the bill originally reported by the 
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monop
oly which was changed in almost every 
respect by the full Committee on the 
Judiciary in the bill finally reported 
after the thalidomide incident. It is true 
that the July 19 bill may have covered 
most of the points. The question is 
not whether it touches in these problems 
but how it dealt with them. I thought 
it was very weak in many respects. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAR
ROLL], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. HART], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. LONG] and I pointed out its weak
nesses in the minority views we filed. 

In the minority views we set forth 
six amendments we proposed to offer, all 

of which were incorporated in the seven 
recommendations suggested by the 
President. 

I . think the better way to handle this 
problem is to ask unanimous consent to 
make the views a part of the RECORD, 
along with the comparison referred to 
by· the Senator from Nebraska. Would 
that be satisfactory? 

Mr. HRUSKA. The comparison of the 
two bills, referred to a few minutes ago? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is already in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Certainly. That 
would be agreeable with the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Very well. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Because it would dem

onstrate, Madam President, that many 
of the provisions mentioned in the 
minority views were not adopted either 
by the Judiciary Committee, by the 
House, or by the Senate, and still are 
not in the bill before us. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Anyway, it will all 
be in the RECORD. I ask unanimous con
sent that the minority views, beginning 
on page 33 of the committee report, and 
the comparative analysis to which the 
Senator from Nebraska referred may be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Madam President, if 
the Senator will yield, the comparative 
analysis appears on several pages. I 
would prefer to have that compiled in 
one statement. It would be dim.cult to 
take only one page and to get the com
parative analysis. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have it in
cluded, when it is prepared. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. And to further aid 

in the understanding of the legislative 
history, my statement of August 20, 1962. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Senator 
from Tennessee? 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
VIEWS OF SENATORS ESTES KEFAUVER, JOHN A. 

CARROLL,1 THOMAS J. DODD, PHILIP A. HART, 
AND EDWARD V. LONG 
The undersigned voted to report favorably 

S. 1552 as rewritten by the full Judiciary 
Committee because it does contain some pro
visions which are improvements in the pres
ent law. Moreover, in view of the great in
terest in the subject, we felt the Sena·~e as 
a whole should have the opportunity of act
ing on certain amendments which would 
strengthen the bill. 

In the form in which it was originally in
troduced on April 12, 1961, as well as the 
form in which it was reported out by the 
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monoply on 
March 8, 1962, S. 1552 had three objectives: 

1. To bring about reductions in the pres
ent high prices of drugs. 

2. To provide physicians with better and 
more adequate information about drugs and 
correlatively to reduce the dissemination of 
information which is false and misleading. 

3. To insure that all drugs are of adequate 
and acceptable quality. 

In the form in which it was reported out 
by the full Judiciary Committee, S. 1552 will 
have only a very limited effect on prices, 

1 Senator CARROLL. concurs in all except 
amendment No. 5 (see further individual 
views). 



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 22045 
confined to the minority of drugs which are 
not patented. It will also have only a very 
limited effect 1n improving the quality of 
information reaching physicians. Its major 
result will be to improve the quality of drugs. 

While improvement in the quality of a 
product is always desirable and S. 1552 
should be enacted for this purpose alone, 
the record is clear that by any test and 
under any standard the prices of most drugs 
are excessive and unreasonable. The record 
ls also clear that physicians are regularly 
inundated with a great mass of advertising 
and promotional material, much of which ls 
misleading and some actually false. 

That the accomplishments of S. 1552 are 
relatively modest where the need ts greatest 
is apparent from an examination of its pro
visions. In its present form the bill con
tains 12 major provisions, 9 of which repre
sent additions to the existing law. 

Section of s. 1552: 
2. Authorizing the Commissioner of Pat

ents to secure information on drugs from 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

3. Requiring drug producers to register 
their name and place of business. 

4. Granting the HEW stronger powers to 
inspect drug plants. 

5. Requiring drug plants to conform in 
their operations to "current good manu
facturing practice." 

6. Making a slight extension of the period 
in which new drug applications automati
cally become effective unless action ls taken 
by the Food and Drug Admlnlstra tlon. 

7. Requiring companies seeking approval 
of new drug applications to keep records and 
reports relating to clinical experience and 
other data. 

10. Authorizing the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, under speclfled cir
cumstances and after a hearing, to establish 
the "ofDcial" or generic name for drugs. 

11. Requiring the HEW to publish in con
venient and readable form and distribute to 
physicians copies of the package insert (i.e., 
the document approved by the FDA setting 
forth information on a drug's uses, side ef
fects, dosages, etc.). 

12. Extending the certlflcation procedure 
to all antibiotics and providing standards for 
the consideration of their exemption. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
in addition, the bill contains three 
other provisions, two of which are in 
effect mere restatements of current law 
or regulations, while the force and ef
fect of the third is virtually destroyed by 
failing to make a correlative change in 
the definition of "new drugs.'' 

9. Requiring official names to appear 
"prominently" on labels. (This is merely a 
restatement of sec. 502 ( c) of the Federal 
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act.) 

11. Requiring drug companies to send to 
physicians who request information about a 
drug the package insert. (This is merely an 
explicit incorporation into the statute of a 
regulation already adopted by the FDA 
( § 1.106) .) 

8. Providing that claims as to the effec
tiveness of drugs must be supported by sub
stantial evidence. (For this to have any 
real force, "effectiveness" must be added to 
the definition of new drugs contained in 
sec. 201 (p) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. Otherwise the require
ment would only apply to the initial claims 
made for a drUg and not to later claims made 
after the initial new drug application had 
been approved.) 

All of the bill's nine provisions represent
ing additions to current law should contrib
ute in one way or another to the improve
ment of the quality of drugs. For this 
reason alone, they are desirable and should 
be enacted. 

In contrast, they will have no effect on 
the prices of the majority of drugs, which 
are patented, and only a limited, long-range, 
and indirect effect on the prices of non
patented drugs. The failure of the bill to 
have any effect whatsoever on the prices of 
patented drugs ls a serious limitation. 
When a drug ls patented and the patent 
holder licenses none or only a very few other 
firms, the price will usually be the same 
whether the prescription is written in terms 
of its generic name or its trade name. For 
example, the buyer will pay the same price 
!or Parke, Davis' patented antibiotic regard
less of whether the physician writes out the 
prescription for Chloromycetin, the trade 
name, or chloramphenicol, the generic name. 

A market survey conducted for Nationwide 
Insurance Co. disclosed that not less than 
one-half and perhaps as much as two-thirds 
of all prescriptions are for drugs that are 
patented. In presenting the results of the 
survey, Mr. Glenn Wilson, manager of its 
medical care research stated: 

"The patented items, regardless of the 
number of distributors, tend to have identi
cal or similar prices. The consumer will 
derive scant economic benefit when his 
physician writes a generic prescription as 
contrasted to a trade name if the product 
is patented." :i 

Thus we are confronted with the hard and 
unpleasant reality that prices for over half 
of the prescriptions can be reduced only by 
imposing price control or by restricting the 
scope of the patent monopoly and thereby 
injecting price competition into the market. 

Requiring drug plants to register their 
names and addresses with the FDA, grant
ing the agency stronger inspection powers and 
requiring drug plants to conform to cur
rent good manufacturing practice should 
tend to give physicians greater confidence 
that, if they prescribe by official or ge
neric names, their patients will receive 
drugs of adequate and acceptable quality 
(secs. 3, 4, and 5 of S. 1552). Similarly, the 
provision granting the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare authority under cer
tain conditions to establish the official names 
should make for shorter and less complex 
generic names that physicians can remem
ber, pronounce, and spell (sec. 10). Because 
of these changes it would be hoped that with 
the passage of time more and more physi
cians wm come to prescribe by generic 
names. This should mean lower prices for 
the patients of such doctors for drugs which 
are not patented and are not already sold 
on a generic-name basis, such as pheno
barbital, digitoxln, and others. The drugs 
1n which consumers can benefit from generic
name prescribing probably represent less 
than a fifth of all prescription sales. 

Likewise, only three of the nine provisions 
will contribute to providing physicians with 
better information about drugs and reduc
ing the volume of misleading information. 
There is, first, the requirement that HEW 
publish the package inserts in convenient 
and readable form and distribute them to 
physicians (sec. 11). Second is the provi
sion authorizing the Commissioner of Pat
ents to secure information on drugs from 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (sec. 2). Presumably, if the Pat
ent Office, which has no physicians or 
pharmacologists on its staff, is able to se
cure information from HEW on the thera
peutic properties of drugs--which it is now 
able to obtain only with the consent of the 
patent applicant-fewer patents may be is
sued. This in turn should tend to reduce 
the number of products which could be the 
subject of high-pressure blitz advertising 
and promotional campaigns aimed at the 
doctors. Third is the provision requiring the 

2 U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Antitrust 
and Monopoly, hearings on S. 1552, 87th 
Cong., 1st sess., pt. 3, p. 1325. 

keeping of records and reports on clinical 
testing, which should assist the FDA in 
keeping off the market unsafe and ineffec
tive drugs or in prescribing proper and ap
propriate warnings to guide physicians in 
their use (sec. 7). 

If S. 1552 is to meet its three intended ob
jectives, certain provisions should be added. 
Amendments along the following lines are 
required: 

1. To make the bill's provisions relating to 
effectiveness of drugs meaningful "effective
ness" should be included 1n the definition of 
new drugs. 

2. To facilitate prescribing by generic 
names and to help prevent physicians from 
being misled by deceptive advertising, each 
advertisement should show the official name 
printed prominently and in type half as 
large as the trade or brand name, and should 
contain statements, or summaries thereof, 
approved by the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare on the drug's efficacy and 
side effects. 

3. To give the medical officers of the FDA 
adequate time to appraise the possible side 
effects and emcacy of a new drug, no new 
drug application should automatically be
come effective 1n the absence of action by the 
FDA to the contrary; applications should 
become effective only when the safety and 
claims for efficacy of the drug have been ap
proved by the FDA. 

4. To prevent the use of license agree
ments as a means of fixing prices, estab
lishing international cartels or otherwise re
straining trade, license agreements under 
patent applications and issued patents 
should be filed with the Patent Office to be 
avallable for inspection and use by the anti
trust agencies. 

5. To bring about price reductions of those 
patented drugs, whose prices are excessive, 
pa.tents should be licensed after 3 years to 
qualified applicants upon a payment of a 
royalty of up to 8 percent where it is found 
that the price to druggists ls 500 percent 
or more of the factory cost (including re
search). 

The principal effect of the first three 
amendments referred to above would be to 
improve the quality of information reaching 
physicians and to result in better and safer 
drugs. The principal effect of the last two 
would be to reduce drug prices. 

The purposes of each of the amendments 
and the reasons for their adoption are set 
forth below: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1-EFFECTIVENESS 

The statement of justification presented at 
the Judiciary Committee 1n support of the 
amendment to strike "effectiveness,• or "ef
ficacy" as it is often termed, from the defini
tion of new drugs said, "For example, if 
aspirin in Its normal dosage were to be new
ly recommended as efficacious for acne, it 
should not have to go through the elaborate 
new drug procedure." 3 Assuming aspirin to 
be a prescription drug (which of course it 
ls not), the example strikingly mustrates the 
anomalous situation which wm arise if this 
loophole is not closed. If Orina.se is ap
proved for the treatment of diabetes, should 
it be permitted to be promoted as a remedy 
for infectious diseases? If Miltown is ap
proved as a mild tranquilizer, should it be 
permitted to be promoted for the treatment 
of diabetes? 

On what logical basis can one possibly 
argue that the initial claim for a drug, say 
the relief of headaches, should be supported 
by "substantial evidence," but that succes
sive claims, for instance the cure of acne, 
need not be so supported? That considera
tions which would warrant examination and 
approval of the initial claim would be just as 
appropriate and compelling for successive 

• Cf. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 11, 1962, 
p. 10108. 
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claims. Likewise, if successive claims for 
effectiveness need not be supported by "sub
stantial evidence," why should this obliga
tion be required for the initial claim? 

With the benefit of this loophole the ex
pectation would be that the initial claim 
would tend to be quite limited, which, of 
course, would expedite approval of the new 
drug application. Thereafter, "the sky would 
be the limit" and extreme claims of any 
kind could be made, subject only to the very 
cumbersome power of the FDA to seize a 
single specific shipment of the drug as mis
branded. It takes months or years to go 
through the legal steps leading to an in
junction-for contempt of court--against the 
company to prevent continuing marketing in 
interstate commerce. In the past 2 dozen 
years, FDA has invoked its seizure powers 
against not more than two or three pre
scription drugs. 

The present law requires only proof of 
safety before the Food and Drug Adminis
tration allows a new drug to be marketed. 
The new drug application must be approved 
once the requirements of safety have been 
met, even though the FDA has reason to 
believe that the drug is not effective for the 
purposes claimed. During his testimony, 
Secretary Ribicoff of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare cited a num
ber of specific examples of ethical drugs 
which the FDA was forced to approve for 
general distribution because they were 
shown to be safe under conditions proposed 
for their use in the labeling, despite the fact 
that the agency's medical officers knew of no 
evidence to support some of the therapeutic 
claims made by the manufacturers.4 

Leading physicians testified that it is im
possible to keep currently informed of the 
state of medical knowledge to be found scat
tered in hundreds of medical journals on the 
400 new drugs introduced each year. More
over, they stressed that the marketing of a 
safe but ineffective drug may well be posi
tively i·njurious to the public health. When 
an ineffective drug is prescribed, it is usually 
in place of an older but effective drug.5 The 
problem is compounded by the fact that 
usually a considerable period elapses between 
the time when a highly advertised new drug 
is put on the market and when knowledge 
becomes widely disseminated among the 
medical profession that its performance falls 
seriously short of its claims. 

In addition to numerous examples of 
claims which, according to the testimony of 
medical authorities, were extreme and mis
leading, the record contains evidence that 
what is occasionally involved is not merely 
the normal "puffery" inherent in all adver
tising but a deliberate intent to mislead. Ex
treme assertions which have been specifically 
rejected by the Journal of the American 
Medical Association and other "restricted" 
journals are incorporated in advertisements 
appearing in widely circulated "nonre
stricted" medical journals, which make little 
or no effort to screen out unsupportable 
claims.6 Quotations from articles and papers 
appearing in advertisements have been taken 
out of context.7 There have been mailed 
to physicians X-ray photographs clearly de
signed to contrast a patient's condition "be
fore" and "after" use of a drug, even though 

4 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 5, pp. 2584-2585. 
5 87th Cong., 1st sess., S. Rept. No. 448, re

port of the Subcommittee on Antitrust and 
Monopoly of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, "Administered Prices: Drugs" 
(1961), pp. 150-154 (hereafter referred to as 
"report"). 

6 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 7, pp. 3395-3402; 
pp. 3403-3412; pp. 3634-3647. 

7 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 7, pp. 3413-3438. 

the X-rays were of different persons and 
neither used the drug.8 However, regardless 
of whether made with an intent to deceive, 
or merely as the result of the natural en
thusiasm of the advertising agency, the re
sult is the same. 

This provision was strongly supported be
fore the subcommittee by Secretary Ribicoff. 
Pointing out that under present law the 
FDA evaluates the claims for efficacy of anti
biotics and insulin, he testified that "over a 
considerable period of time and for a num
ber of important drugs the Department has 
in fact been determining drug effectiveness. 
In the light of this background of experience, 
it is difficult to understand the position of 
those who oppose extending the efficacy re
quirement to all drugs." 

Referring to this background of experience; 
he stated that "we have had no case in which 
an effective drug has been kept off the market 
because other drugs were effective for treat
ing the same disease.o 

Section 8 of S. 1552 gives the appearance 
of adding the test of effectiveness to the law 
by granting the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare the authority to reject a 
new drug application if "there is a lack of 
substantial evidence (including substantial 
clinical evidence) supported by investiga
tions of experts qualified by scientific train
ing and experience to evaluate the effective
ness of drugs, that the drug will have the 
effect tt purports or is represented to have 
under the conditions of use prescribed, rec
ommended or suggested in the proposed 
labeling thereof." 

But this is appearance only since it applies 
merely to the initial claim. It can be given 
substance by taking the logical step of mak
ing it applicable to all claims, regardless of 
whether they are made when the new drug 
application is initially filed or at any time 
thereafter. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2-ADVERTISEMENTS 

As originally introduced and as approved 
by the Antitrust Subcommittee, the adver
tising provision of S. 1552 required all ad
vertisements to include, regardless of the 
media employed, (a) the official or "generic" 
name printed in type as large and as promi
nent as that used for any trade or brand
name, (b) a warning or summary thereof as 
to any dangerous or harmful property or 
effect thereof, and (c) a full and correct 
statement of the drug's efficacy. 

Despite the compelling need for these mod
est requirements, as summarized below, the 
entire advertising provision was striken in 
committee from the bill. 

The need for a more specific requirement 
as to the size of official names is illustrated 
by examples of advertisements in the record 
containing no generic names whatever or ge
neric names in type so small as to be virtu
ally illegible. The record also contains 
examples of explicit instructions from drug 
companies and advertising agencies not to 
use generic names except where absolutely 
necessary, as in the Journal of the American 
Medical Association.10 The record also con
tains continuous correspondence from the 
JAMA to a drug advertising agency from 1953 
to 1960 in which the attention of the latter is 
repeatedly directed to the necessity of in
cluding generic names and the minimum size 
of type required.u It also reveals that a dr~g 
company failed to designate any generic 
name, with full knowledge that this violated 
requirements of the American Medical Asso
ciation.12 S. 1552 should be amended to put 

s Ibid., pp. 3301-3310. 
0 Ibid., pt. 5, pp. 2588, 2589. 
io Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 7, pp. 3390, 3547. 
u Ibid., pp. 3374-3394. 
12 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 7, p. 3506. 

an end to the nondisclosure of generic names 
in advertisements, whether the result of in
advertence or intent, by requiring all adver
tisements and labels to show the official 
name printed prominently and in type at 
least half as large as that used for any trade 
or brand name thereof. 

As has been noted, the FDA, in its current 
work of passing on new drug applications, re
views and approves the wording of package 
inserts or brochures, which among other 
things contain information on "side effects" 
or "contraindications." A summary there
of, also to be approved by the Secretary, can 
be substituted if their length appears to be 
excessive for use in an advertisement. 

Again the requirement stems from the 
failure of most drug advertisements to give 
anything approaching adequate information, 
even on this critical matter of injurious side 
effects. At the request of the subcommittee, 
the Library of Congress made a survey of 
drug advertisements appearing in six leading 
medical journals during the 9-month period 
July 1958 through March 1959. The survey 
covered 34 important trade-name products, 
with varying side effects from mild to seri
ous, in the principal categories of ethical 
drugs. In the survey the Library noted each 
page in which an advertisement for any of 
these drugs appeared in each of these jour
nals. There were 2,033 such pages. In no 
fewer than 89 percent of these pages, the ad
vertisement contained no reference to side 
effects at all or only a short dismissal phrase 
which was typically less of a warning than a 
reason for prescribing.1a 

Eminent medical authorities testified that 
much of the drug advertising is misleading 
and some is false. They further emphasized 
that when a doctor is misled his patient's 
health is endangered. For 3 years one medi
cal college included in its course work for 
second-year medical students an evaluation 
of drug advertising. According to Dr. Solo
mon Garb, who conducted the course: 

"In all 3 years it was found that the ma
jority of the mailed ads were unreliable, to 
the extent that a physician trusting them 
could be seriously misled." 

Part IV of the Antitrust Subcommittee's 
report contains excerpts of testimony from 
leading medical authorities criticizing the 
quality of drug company advertising and 
giving specific examples of misleading claims. 

One large drug company, in introducing its 
new antidiabetic drug, withheld from the 
medical profession a report addressed to the 
president by its own medical officer who was 
in charge of clinical testing of the product. 
His summary report showed that of a total 
of nearly 2,000 clinical cases tabulated, no 
fewer than 27 percent reported 1 or more 
side effects. · These side effects included not 
only minor irritations but adve.!"se effects 
upon the central nervous system, serious skin 
disorders, and jaundice. Although this in
formation was in the possession of the com
pany, the original package insert first sent 
out in 1958 began with the statement, "Side 
effects are generally of a transient and non
serious character." H 

The Antitrust Subcommittee has received 
hundreds of letters from physicians from all 
parts of the country denouncing the flood 
of advertising with which they are inun
dated. Many report that they destroy the 
direct-mail advertising immediately upon 
arrival, denouncing these advertising claims 
as extreme and unsupported. 

In addition to the statement on side ef
fects, the advertisements should also include 
a statement or summary thereof, approved 
by the Secretary, of the drug's effectiveness. 

1a Report, pp. 199-200. 
u "Hearings on Administered Prices, 

Drugs," pt. 20, pp. 11296, 11344, 11370. 
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The Department will be in a position to re
view and approve such statements since 
under section 9(a) of S. 1552 it is to receive 
information on a drug's effectiveness as part 
of a new drug application. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3-NEW DRUG CLEARANCE 
PROCEDURE 

Under the present law a new drug appli
cation becomes effective automatically in 60 
days unless it is disapproved or the Secre
tary postpones its effective date "to such 
time (not more than 180 days after the filing 
thereof) as the Secretary deems necessary 
to enable him to study and investigate the 
issue.'' Under S. 1552, as reported by the 
Antitrust Subcommittee, no time limit is 
imposed; the application would not bec?me 
effective until the Secretary had determined 
that the drug is "safe for use and is effica
cious in use under conditions prescribed, 
recommended, or suggested in the labeling 
thereof." Under the bill as reported by the 
Judiciary Committee the 60-day provision 
of the present law is extended to 90 days, 
and if a hearing is held, action pursuant to 
the hearing need not be taken within the 
180-day period, as is required by regulation 
under the current law. 

The need to give the physicians of the 
FDA adequate time to appraise the safety 
and effectiveness of drugs is dramatically 
illustrated by the recent case example of tha
lidomide. This drug, developed by the Ger
man firm, Chemie Grunenthal, was exten
sively sold in Western Europe, England, 
Canada, Brazil, Japan, and other countries 
as a sedative. Since it produced a deep sleep 
and did not have the "hangover effects" of 
other sedatives, it achieved great popularity 
and was manufactured literally by the ton. 
Unfortunately, it also happens to have hor
rible side effects. When given to expectant 
mothers in early pregnancy, their babies may 
be born with 'assorted malformations, par
ticularly with a condition called phocomelia, 
or "seal limbs," because the hands and feet 
are attached close to the body like :flippers, 
with little or no arms or legs. Medical au
thorities estimate that from 3,500 to 5,000 
malformed babies resulting from the use of 
this drug will have been born in Europe by 
this fall. 

By the fall of 1961 the incidence in Europe 
of these malformations, hitherto an exceed
ingly rare phenomenon, had reached epi
demic proportions. In September 1961 f~ur 
German universities set up a cooperative 
study which was reported at a conference on 
November 18, 1961. Dr. Widukind Lenz, a 
pediatrician with special interest in genetics, 
discussed the possible role of thalidomide 
(Contergan) in the deformity of infants 
called seal limbs. Drs. R. A. Pfeiffer and 
W. Kowenow reported a high statistical sig
nificance connecting seal limbs with tha
lidomide. 

As the studies continued, irrefutable evi
dence developed. In the February 3, 1962, 
issue of the Lancet, Dr. Lenz wrote: "I have 
conclusive evidence that Contergan (tha
lidomide) is teratogenic (monster produc
ing) in man." This evidence was based on 
studies of mothers who disclosed before de
livery that they had taken thalidomide and 
in which the infants showed typical mal
formations; 55 cases in which the exact date 
of the prescription coincides with the time 
of development of the malformed organs; 5 
series of consecutive cases collected in hos
pitals by gynecologists and pediatricians. 
Dr. Lenz continued to receive reports con
necting the deformed babies with the pre
scription of the drug for the mothers at the 
r ate of 3 to 10 per day. · 

Dr. A. L. Spiers, a Scottish physician, 
searched the prescription records of mothers 
of d eformed babies to determine whether and 
when the expectant mothers had taken 

thalidomide. Reporting his findings in the 
Lancet of February 10, 1962, he stated: 

"During the past year 10 babies with major 
limb defects were born in Stirlingshire ma
ternity units. At least eight of the mothers 
had thalidomide prescribed for them in the 
early weeks of pregnancy. This confirms a 
similar association found in Europe and 
elsewhere.'' 

The drug was withdrawn from the German 
market on November 27, 1961, and from the 
British market on December 2, 1961. It was 
not withdrawn from the Canadian market 
until March 2, 1962, and some druggists 
were still selling their shelf supplies in 
April. It was taken off the market in Bel
gium on June 14, 1962, after one distrau!?ht 
mother in Liege had been charged with 
infanticide for destroying her malformed 
baby. . 

Meanwhile, well before there was any basis 
for associating the drug with any particular 
side effects, the American licensee for the 
product, Wm. S. Merrell, filed its new drug 
application on September 12, 1960. It was 
to be sold in the United States under the 
trade name, Kevadon. Ironically, the pro
posed labeling stressed the value of the drug 
in combating nausea in pregnancy. 

A few months later there appeared in the 
British Medical Journal of January 14, 1961, 
a communication from the clinical research 
department of the British licensee, Distillers 
Co. reporting instances of patients receiving 
tha'lidomide who had developed "symptoms 
and signs suggestive of peripheral neu
ritis" (i.e., inflamation of the nerves in the 
feet and hands). Noting this report and 
other reports of damage to adult nervous 
tissue, which is notably resistant to injury, 
the medical officer of the FDA handling the 
application, Dr. Frances Kelsey, suspected 
the likelihood of more serious damage to 
embryonic nervous tissue. Accordingly, she 
kept delaying approval of the application on 
the grounds that the application was incom
plete and that new information was required. 

This resistance was in the face of strong 
pressure by the company. The following 
synopsis, submitted by HEW, reveals more 
graphically than could any general descrip
tion, the types of tactics employed to get a 
new drug application approved, and the diffi
culties under which the medical officers op
erate under conditions where approval is au
tomatic within a given time period unless 
FDA acts to the contrary: 

"The new drug application was received 
on September 12, 1960. FDA medical officers 
found it incomplete and inadequate to dem
onstrat e safety on November 10, 1960. 

"Between that date and February 23, the 
firm contacted FDA medical officers 11 times 
an d submitted additional information in
tended to establish safety of the product. 

" On February 23, 1961, FDA again found 
the application incomplete. By this time 
it had learned from the medical literature 
of reports of neuorological toxicity from the 
drug. FDA called this to the firm's atten
tion. 

"The firm made 11 more contacts with FDA 
m edical officers between that time and May 
11, 1961. On April 19, 1961, Mr. Murray of 
the firm advised Dr. Ralph Smith of FDA 
that he (Murray) thought some pressure 
should be asserted. Murray said he wanted 
a "yes or no" decision. On May 9, 1961, Mr. 
Murray called Dr. Ralph Smith and referred 
to a letter from Dr. Fr.ances Kelsey, an 
FDA officer, as somewhat libelous. 

"On May 11, 1961, Mr. Murray of the firm 
met with three of FDA's medical officers. 
They advised him that FDA needed evidence 
that the drug would be safe during preg
nancy. FDA felt that the evidence in the 
petition before us was inadequate to sup
port labeling which stressed the value of the 
drug in pregnancy. 

"The firm made 14 contacts with FDA 
medical officers between this time and Sep
tember 7, 1961, designed to expedite clear
ance of its new drug application. 

"On September 7, 1961, Mr. Murray of the 
fl.rm arranged a conference with FDA medi
cal officers at which some clinicians who had 
investigated the drug for the firm reported 
their experience with it. FDA medical offi
cers again pointed out the ~nadequate evi
dence on safety of the drug in pregnancy. 

"The firm made 10 more contacts with 
FDA between this time and November 30, 
1961, designed to get the drug cleared for 
marketing. 

"November 30, 1961, Mr. Murray of the 
firm advised FDA that the drug had been 
withdrawn from the German market because 
of reports that it caused birth defects in 
infants whose mothers had been taking the 
drug. 

"On March 8, 1962, the firm withdrew the 
new drug application. 

"Between September 12, 1960, when the 
application was first submitted ,and Novem
ber 30, 1961, when the firm advised of the 
birth abnormalities, William S. Merrell con
tacted FDA's Bureau of Medicine 50 times 
in an effort to get this drug on the American 
market and a number of the efforts to get the 
new drug application approved were very 
vigorous." 

The fact that thalidomide was not ap
proved for sale in the United States was due 
in part to the insight and courage of FDA's 
medical officer and in part to the coincidence 
that just about the time that the grounds on 
which the application could be held to be 
incomplete were being exhausted, the rep<;>rts 
began to appear in the European medical 
journals associating the drug with the mal
formed births. Had these reports appeared 
only a few months later, there is a strong 
probability that the drug would have been 
released for sale in the United States in 
1961. 

It could then, of course, have been ordered 
off the market, but what of the damage 
that would have been done in the interim? 
It is this very practice under which the FDA 
approves the marketing of a drug, only to 
have to take it off the market later, that 
constitutes one of the most serious weak
nesses of the present law-a weakness whi~h 
will only be slightly relieved under the bill 
reported by the committee. · The very fact 
that a drug is new usually means that there 
is little in the way of independent and ob
jective clinical studies to guide the FDf't
physicians in their work. Because of this 
lack of information and also because of the 
pressures engendered by the automatic ap
proval requirement, the FDA has released 
too many drugs for sale only to have to take 
them off the market later as new information 
concerning side effects develops. Under this 
procedure it is the .American people w~o 
unknowingly serve as guinea pigs for experi
ments by the drug companies. 

The seriousn ess of the problem is indicated 
by the table presented below which lists the 
new drugs whose new drug applications were 
suspended or withdrawn after m id-1958. 
Particularly to be noted are those drugs with 
side effects which can lead to death-blood 
dyscrasias, carcinogenic effects, liver da~age, 
and hepatitis. The table should constitute 
conclusive evidence that the medical offi
cers of the FDA, who are trying to protect t he 
American people from drugs with dangerous 
side effects, should have an adequate time 
period in whiqh to assure themselves that 
the drug is safe, and that applications 
should not become effective automatically 
during any time period. If a drug company 
feels that the delay in his application is 
arbitrary or capricious, it, of course, has 
recourse to the courts. 
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List of new drugs taken off the market (human) 

Product Firm Reason5 
; 

Sandostene ____ ________ - --------------- Sandoz __ ___ ___ __ ______ ____ __ --'-- ___ __ _ Blood dyscrasias (agranulocytosis). 
Do. Sandostene Space Tabs ________ ______ _______ do __ --- -- ------ --- ------ - -------- -

Furadantin i. V-------------------- ----- Eaton Laboratories __ - - -- --------- ___ _ 

Inferon ___ -- - -------~---- --------- -- - - _ Lakeside _____ _______ ------- __ ________ _ 

Attributed to polyethylene glycol solvent. Metabolic acidocis when used in cases of renal 
impairment. 

Carcinogenic effects when injected into rats and mice in large doses. Risk involved ou t
weighed therapeutic need for the drug when used as recommen ded in the labeling. 

Pre-creatin_ ----------- -- - ------------- Mercury Pharmaceu ticals, Inc _______ _ 

Cor T yzino 0.1 percent solution and Chas. P fizer Co ______ _____ ___________ _ 

Ap plicant did not abide by commitmen ts in the NDA regarding the manufacture , control, 
and labeling of the drug. 

0.05 percent pediatric nasal drops. 
Prednisolone component found to be unstable. 

Neo Cor Tyzm e 0.1 percent solution _____ do _________ __ ____________________ _ _ 
and 0.05 percent pediatric n asal 
drops. . 

Neo-Mech'ol eye-ear drops, 0.1 percen t__ The Upjolm Co __________ ____________ _ 

D o. 

Eye irritaLion. 
D o. ~;~8U:.:~-~~r-~~-~~·-~~~~~~~~~== = === -iiofi~~-L"anoclie~ -rnc== ========= === 

Catron 1 __ ---- -- ------- ----------- ----- Lakeside Laboratories ____ __ __________ _ 

D r ugs with similar Lherapcu tics usefulness b u t with greater safety were available (liver dam
age) . 

Low sale of drug with restrictive precauLionary labeling required. 
Hepatitis. Flexin_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ___ _____ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ Jl.1cN eiL ____ ----- ____ __ __ ___ ___ __ __ __ _ 

Flexilon ___ -- --- - _ --- -- - ----- - ---- -- _______ _ do _____ _______ -- ------------ - - - ___ _ 
Flexilon H C ___ ---- __ __ - - --- - ____ ___________ do ____ _ ----- - ___ _____ _ ---___ --- ___ _ 
Triurate ___________ ____ _________ - ---- - - __ __ _ do ____ ___ _ ----________ ___ _______ __ _ 

D o. 
Do. 
Do. DornwaJ ___ ________ _____ __ _____ ___ ----_ Maltbie __ ___ __ _______ ____ ___________ _ ~ 

~~~~~~:~ ~~~eomycill== ===== ====== = -~~~-~-~~~~~~~~:~~===== ====== == = ===== 
Blood dyscrasias (agrannlocytosis) . 
Atropine-like reactions; also illegal labeling. 

Do. 
Monase t ablets __ - ------------ --------- 'l'be Upjobn Co ________ _____ ____ ___ __ _ M er- 29 !__________________________ __ ___ ~-m. S. l\.1errell ________ _____ ____ ___ __ _ Blood d yscrasias (agrannlocytosis) . 

CataracLs and adrenocortical-hypo!unction and skin disorders, including loss of hair. 

1 With drawn from market without suspension. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4--THE FILING OF LICENSE 
AGREEMENTS 

In its original form S. 1552 made it a per 
se violation of the Sherman Act for drug pro
ducers to enter into any "contract, combi
nation, or conspiracy" under which they 
would agree to withdraw a patent applica
tion, to concede priority of invention or to 
refrain from granting licenses under issued 
patents. 

During the course of the hearings by the 
Antitrust Subcommittee this was changed to 
a simple requirement that such agreements 
be filed with the Commissioner of Patents 
to be available to the antitrust agencies. 
This change as it applies to patent applica
tions involved in interference proceedings 
was proposed by Judge Lee Loevinger, As
sistant Attorney General in charge of the 
Antitrust Division, and Mr. David L. Ladd, 
Commissioner of Patents. It has also been 
endorsed by the Pharmaceutical Manufac
turers Association. Testifying for that asso
ciation on December 7, 1961, Mr. Eugene 
Deesley, president of Eli Lilly & Co., stated: 

"Mr. Loevinger and Mr. Ladd have sug
gested an alternative course, under which 
patent interference settlements would be 
available for inspection at the Patent Office. 
This seems to us a far better approach, pro
Vided, of course, that public inspection 
should not be permitted until a patent is 
issued. By making the facts readily avail
able for antitrust enforcement purposes, this 
alternative would help prevent any improper 
agreements while still preserving the oppor
tunity for settlements in the public in
terest." 15 

More recently, in testifying before the 
House Judiciary Committee on May 24, 1962, 
Mr. William B. Graham, also spea~ing for 
the Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Associa
tion, again placed his organization on record 
in support of the proposal as it applies to 
patent applications involved in interferences: 

"Mr. GRAHAM. It will be brought out that 
we have no objection, however, to a substi
tute provision for section 2 that would re
quire the filing of all patent interference set
tlement agreements with the Patent 
Office." 16 

Despite the acceptance of the provision by 
the industry's own trade organization, it 
was rejected by the majority of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. 

The need to require applicants for a patent 
to file their license agreements stems from 

15 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 4, p. 2005. 
18 87th Cong., 2d sess., House Judiciary 

Committee, hearings on H .R. 6245, t r anscript , 
p. 657. 

the practice of private settlements among 
rival applicants for a patent-a practice 
which has been shown to be quite wide
spread in the drug industry. These settle
ments are often made during the course of 
an "interference" proceeding in the Patent 
Office, which in essence is an administrative 
hearing on the claims of the various parties. 
These hearings, however, are secret, as are 
the names of the applicants, the patent ap
plica tions, and the supporting documents. 
With or without a formal "interference," the 
private settlement in effect transfers the 
function of determining priority of invention 
from the Government to the rival private 
parties. While undoubtedly useful to the 
Patent Office in that it constitutes an easy 
way of reaching a settlement of complex 
issues with a minimum of time expended 
by the agency's overburdened staff, these 
settlements in the drug industry have been 
found to contain agreements which may re
st r ain trade in violation of the antitrust 
laws. In addition to indicating who is to 
receive the patent, these agreements typi
cally provide that, as a condition to with
drawing from the contest, the other appli
cants will become licensees, and, indeed, they 
may begin to pay royalties even before the 
patent has been issued. The settlements 
usually contain restrictive provisions under 
which the parties agree not to sell to out
siders, to refrain from selling in bulk form, 
and to accept other limitations on their 
marketing activities.17 It usually happens 
that all of the parties to the agreement sell 
their products at identical pri~es. 

In recognition of their usefulness to the 
Patent Office, the proposed amendment of 
S. f552 does not prohibit private settlements. 
It merely requires that any agreements in
volved therein be filed with the Patent Office 
and made available to the Department of 
Justice and the Federal Trade Commission. 

The requirement for the filing of agree
ments by those to. whom patents have been 
issued also stems from the existence in the 
record of agreements which may be in viola
tion of the antitrust laws. Restrictive provi
sions of doubtful legality h ave been found in 
both domestic licensing agreements and in 
licensing agreements with foreign firms. 

These latter agreements often contain an 
unusual variety of restrictive provisions. 
The patentee grants to a single company in 
each of a related group of countries the ex
clusive right to sell in that market. Strict 
geographic limitations upon his marketing 
area are usually imposed. He usually agrees 

17 Hearings, "Administ ered Prices," pt. 24, 
p. 14168. 

not to export the produc~. All of his sales 
are to be made in packaged or finished form. 
Sales in bulk powder form are prohibited 
since it is through such sales that "out
siders" might secure supplies which could 
disrupt the established price structure. The 
licensee often agrees to use all means, in -
eluding litigation, to prevent reselling of his 
product outside of his territory. He m ay 
even agree to police the sales of his buyers 
in order to prevent any of them from secur
ing supplies "notoriously above its needs." 
Through restrictions such as these, inter 
national cartels have been established and 
prices both at home· and abroad have been 
stabilized at high and noncompetitive levels. 

The existence and nature of the agree
ments under both patent applications and 
issued patents are generally unknown to the 
antitrust agencies. It may be of interest to 
note that ·following the publication by the 
Antitrust Subcommittee of such agreements 
on corticosteriods 1s and antibiotics,1G the 
Department of Justice has initiated grand 
jury inquiries in both fields. 

The proposed amendment differs from the 
recommendation of the Pharmaceutical 
Manufacturers Association in only two re
spects. In the first place, it would not go as 
far as their recommendation in that the 
agreements are not .to be made available to 
the public but only to the representatives of 
the antitrust agencies for their inspection 
and use. In the second place it would go 
somewhat further in that it would apply to 
agreements under issued patents as well as to 
those entered in to during the course of an 
interference procedure before a patent is is
sued. If agreements under patent applica 
tions are to be filed , it is only logical to make 

· the requirement apply also to similar agree
ments entered into under issued patents, 
part icularly since the more serious restric
t ions appear t o be contained in the latter. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5-RESTRICTING THE PATENT 

MONOPOLY . 
As noted earlier, the majority of prescrip

tion sales have been found to be for patented 
drugs. For such products, prescribing b y 
generic names will not result in sa vings to 
the consumer since the buyer pays the same 
price regardless of whether the prescription 
is written in terms or its generic name or 
its trade name. Thus only through direct 
price control or through restricting t he 

1s Hearings, "Administered Prices," pt. 15, 
pp. 7918- 8458. . 

19 Hearings, "Administered Prices," p t . 24, 
pp. 14226--15263, 15331-15881, 15939- 15961, 
16031-16251, 16244-16399. 
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patent monopoly can the price of most drug 
products be brought down. 

The need for preventing unreasonable 
prices in this industry is inherent in the 
nature of the product itself, which is quite 
different from "shoes and ships and sealing 
wax." Its unique character has long been 
recognized by most foreign countries whose 
policies toward drug patents are rooted in 
the moral belief that no one should have 
the right to withhold from the public, prod
ucts which relieve suffering and may spell 
the difference between life and death. Out 
of 77 countries for which information was 
obtained by the Antitrust Subcommittee, 
only 28 grant product patents in the phar
maceutical field. Of the foreign countries 
for which the State Department secured price 
information 11 do not grant product patents 
on pharmaceuticals, and of the 6 which 
do, all but 2, Belgium and Panama, require 
compulsory licensing under specified condi
tions. Thus, only the United States, Bel
gium, and Panama grant product patents on 
drugs without imposing any limitations to 
protect the public welfare. 

It might be expected that the American 
drug companies, mindful of the unique na
ture of their product and their al!llost 
unparalleled freedom to charge what the 
traffic will bear, would lean over backward 
to avoid charging excessive and unreason
able prices. Such, however, has not been 
the case. In 1961, for example, the "For
tune Directory" showed that among the 500 
largest industrials those classified in the 
drug industry had the highest median profit 
rate of any manufacturing industry, this 
was true of both profits as a percent of 
invested capital and as percent of sales. 
According to the First National City Bank 
drugs and medicines in 1961, as in several 
preceding years, led all other manufacturing 
industries in terms of profits as a percent 
of investment, with a return on net assets 
of 19.7 percent after taxes, as compared to 
only 10.1 percent for total manufacturing. 
In terms of margin on sales its figure of 10.6 
percent was exceeded only by cement, and 
again was about twice that of total manu
facturing, 5.4 percent. 

But this does not tell the full story of 
profits in drugs. The above compilations 
reflect the profits which the drug companies 
make not only in drugs but in other indus
tries as well. It happens that 11 of the 22 
major drug companies are also engaged ln 
other industries. Profits for drug operations 
alone are not regularly published for such 
multi-industry or "conglomerate" corpora
tions, but were secured by the Antitrust Sub
committee for the year 1958. For the 11 
companies as a group their total profits after 
taxes averaged 9.8 percent of sales; in their 
drug operations only they averaged 13 per
cent; in their nondrug operations 47'2 
percent. 

Although figures were not obtained on 
profits as a percent of investment, it is ob
vious that the published profit rate of around 
20 percent understates the true profit rate 
by several percentage points. Since taxes 
absorb about half of pretax earnings, a 20-
percent profit rate on investment, after taxes, 
in all fields would probably represent about a 
50-percent profit rate, before taxes, in drugs 
alone. It can be safely said that a profit 
showing of such a nature, sustained over a 
6-year period and with every prospect of 
continuing into the future, is unequaled by 
the performance of any other American 
industry. " 

These unmatched profit showings are made 
possible by margins between factory costs 
and price which can only be regarded as 
"extraordinary." A !ew examples will dem
onstrate the magnitude of these margins, 
which include selling and distribution costs 
as well as profits. 

Prednisone is extensively used by artliritics 
to relieve their pain and discomfort. It is 

uniformly sold to the druggist by the major 
companies at 17 cents a p111, while the con
sumer pays around 28 cents. The average 
dose is three a day, which means a total 
cost to the consumer for the trade-name 
product of around $30 a month; this happens 
to be a half to a third of the total monthly 
pension of a great many older people who are 
victims of this crippling disease. Based on 
the prices at which the major drug com
panies buy and sell the drug itself from each 
other in bulk powder form (not the raw 
materials) plus a generous allowance for 
tableting, bottling, and packaging charges, 
the Antitrust Subcommitte estimated that 
the factory or production cost of prednisone 
was no more than 1.4 cents a pill. Since that 
time the Nation's largest wholesale house, 
McKesson & Robbins, has entered into the 
manufacture of this and other prescription 
drugs. Inasmuch as the patent on pred
nisone is tied up in an interference proceed
ing, there is as yet no patent restriction on 
the sale of this drug. McKesson's produc
tion costs, which do not include its costs of 
distribution and overhead (including re
search) or profit, turn out to be only 0.9 cent 
a pill, or considerably lower than our esti
mate-as was true, incidentally, of all of the 
subcommittee's cost figures. McKesson sells 
this product to the druggist for 2.1 cents a 
pill-a price which is made possible by not 
using detailmen, by minimizing advertising 
expenditures, and by being content with a 
reasonable profit. It can be purchased in 
drugstores for less than 3.5 cents a pill. 

The difference between the subcommit
tee's cost figure and McKesson's actual cost 
is due partly to the fact that our estimate 
included profits on the bulk sale and on the 
tableting, bottling, and packaging operation, 
whereas theirs excluded all profits. Also, 
since a bulk sale, like any other sale, bears 
its proportionate share of research costs 
(which are rarely allocated by the companies 
to individual products), research costs were 
in etl'ect included in our cost figure but not 
in theirs. 

Another example is reserpine, used as a 
tranquilizer and for hypertension. It is sold 
to the druggist by its patent owner, Ciba, 
for $39.50 per 1,000, while the consumer pays 
$65.83. Because it is a derivative of a plant, 
rauwolfia serpentina, which has been used 
for this purpose in India for over a thou
sand years, the patent is rather weak and 
Ciba widely licenses it to others. The sub
committee's estimate of the factory cost was 
$2.47 for a thousand pills. McKesson's ac
tual costs are only $0.63, and its price to 
the druggist is $2.75. 

A final illustration is tetracycline-the 
largest selling wide-range antibiotic. The 
product, which is manufactured by Ameri
can Cyanamid, Pfizer, and Bristol, costs the 
druggist around 30 cents a capsule and is 
sold to the consumer for 50 cents. The price 
received from all sources by Bristol averaged 
25 cents a capsule. The subcommittee's esti
mate of Bristol's production costs, exclud
ing royalties which are paid to the product's 
other manufacturers, was 2.9 cents. Bristol's 
actual costs, subpenaed by the subcom
mittee, were only 1.7 cents a capsule. 

In defense of these extrao1·dinary profits 
and margins the drug industry has ad
vanced only one real rationalization-the 
research defense. Any curtailment of their 
patent protection, they argue, will reduce 
their expenditures on research and thus im
pede the discovery of new drugs. However, 
since pretax profits in 1958 constituted 25.5 
percent of the sales dollar of the 22 major 
drug companies, and selling costs comprised 
24.8 cents, there is no reason why a reduc
tion in prices resulting from compulsory li
censing must necessarily be at the expense 
of research, which repreEented only 6.3 cents 
of the sales dollar. Moreover, only part of 
this went for what is regarded as basic re
search, a large part going for such expenses 

as the cost of market surveys, fees for patent 
attorneys, expenditures in developing imi
tative products which are only slight vari
ants of drugs already on the market, etc. 

This "me too" type of research, which is 
usually carried out on modifications or com
binations of drugs, is particularly undesira
ble in that it results in a waste of scarce 
scientific personnel, yields an unending sup
ply of duplicate products which become the 
subject of excessive and misleading claims 
of superiority over the parent drug, creates 
confusion in the treatment of patients, and 
does not result in lower prices to patients. 

The "research defense" is also refuted by 
the experience of foreign countries which 
have had outstanding records in the develop
ment of new drugs but which grant far less 
etl'ective patent protection in this area than 
does the United States and, incidentally, 
have far lower prices. Actually, the patent
ing of drugs is handled in four ditl'erent 
ways by the countries of the world. As has 
been noted, the United States, Belgium, and 
Panama grant unrestricted patent protec
tion to both products and processes without 
requiring compulsory licensing. At the op
posite extreme is Italy, which grants neither 
product nor process patents. A number of 
countries, such as Great Britain and Canada, 
grant product as well as process patents but 
provide for compulsory licensing, which is 
often supplemented by direct price control. 

In the major European countries the 
method historically followed is that exempli
fied by West Germany, which does not grant 
patents on drugs products per se, but does 
grant them on drug processes, with the pro
tection extending to the product as long as 
it is manufactured by that process; i.e., the 
patent protection on the product disappears 
upon the discovery of an alternative process, 
which frequently takes place in the drug 
industry; in testimony before the Antitrust 
Subcommittee Mr. P. H. Federico, examiner 
in chief of the Patent Office, acknowledged 
that the manufacture of drugs is particularly 
susceptible to the development of alterna
tive processes.20 Incidentally, it should be 
noted that the special treatment long ac
corded drug patents in these countries has 
not spread to other industries. 

From the experience of Germany and of 
other countries which have similar meth
ods of patent protection for drug products, 
it is obvious that an excellent record of per
formance can be achieved in the develop
ment of new drugs 21 under a patent system 
which grants much weaker patent protec
tion than is accorded in the United States. 
Mr. George E. Frost, patent counsel for the 
Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Association 
has conceded that "patent rights in Ger
many • • • are considerably less effective 
than U.S. patent rights in the drug indus
try" and that "the German law, overall, has 
a lower order of etl'ectiveness than the U.S. 
law".22 

To bring down the prices of patented 
drugs, S. 1552, as reported out by the Judi
ciary Committee, should be amended to re
quire compulsory licensing. Inasmuch as 
the major drug companies extensively cross
license each other, the issue is not the fea
sibility of licensing. Rather, it is whether 
licenses are to be obtained by smaller com
panies who might inject price competition 
into the industry and thus break down the 
established structure of unreasonable and 
usually identical prices charged by the large 
companies. 

In the form in which it was reported out 
by the Antitrust Subcommittee, S. 1552 pro
vided that after 3 years, during which time 

20 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 3, pp. 1234, 1235. 
u Cf. 87th Cong., 1st sess., S. Rept. 448, 

"Administered Prices: Drugs," report of the 
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly, 
pp. 115-126. 

22 Hearings on S. 1552, pt. 4, pp. 2544-2548 . . 
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he will hold the exclusive rights, the holder 
of a drug patents is to be required to li
cense qualified applicants to make and sell 
the product in finished form at a royalty not 
to exceed 8 percent on gross sales of the 
licensee. A qualified applicant for a com
pulsory license would be any drug firm regis
tered with HEW. 

The 3-year period of exclusive rights would 
begin to run from the date of issuance of 
the patent. Inasmuch as from 1 to 2 years 
usually elapses between the approval of a 
new drug application and the issuance of 
a patent, the period of exclusive rights will 
in most cases actually run from 4 to 5 years. 
It is anticipated, however, that the Patent 
Commissioner will exercise due care and dili
gence to prevent the further extension of 
the period of actual exclusive rights. 

Some contend that this proposal would 
destroy a property right long held to be 
essential to stimulate invention in this coun
try. But this overlooks the fact that the 
17-year patent grant would remain in effect, 
during 3 years of which the patentee would 
hold exclusive rights. The royalty of up to 
8 percent on the licensee's sales for the re
maining 14 years would, in itself, constitute 
a valuable property right. 

The thrust of the amendment is directed 
against the prices of those patented drugs 
which are excessive. Presumably, it would 
be products with the widest profit margins 
which would constitute the most inviting 
attraction to firms interested in securing 
compulsory licenses. At the same time it is 
possible, though not likely that licenses 
might be sought !or products whose prices 
are not excessive. 

To meet this possibility, it is now proposed 
to modify the original amendment in such a 
way as to limit compulsory licensing to those 
patented products whose prices to druggists 
are more than 500 percent of their factory 
costs (including a provision for research). 
After a 3-year period in which the patent 
owner would hold exclusive rights, the Fed
eral Trade Commission, which is presently 
empowered to obtain such data, would, upon 
request, make an investigation to determine 
whether the price to druggists is more than 
500 percent of the cost of production in 
finished form and packaged for sale. If such 
is found to be the case, the Commission, 
after a hearing, would issue an order requir
ing the patentee to grant an unrestricted 
license to any qualified applicant to make, 
use, and sell the drug in finished form. As 
in the original form of S. 1552 a qua.lifted 
applicant would be any firm registered With 
the HEW, and the royalty would be up to 
8 percent on the licensee's drug sales. As 
long as what is being determined are factory 
costs, this is a workable amendment, since 
the problem of allocating overhead to dif
ferent products would not arise. 

Today important patented drugs are being 
sold to druggists at prices which represent 
markups of 800 to 1,200 percent of their fac
tory costs. Since nonpatented drugs are 
widely and profitably sold at prices repre
senting markups of only 200 to 300 perecnt of 
their factory costs, a markup to 500 percent 
of factory cost should be more than sufficient 
to cover selling and distribution expenses 
(much of which in the drug industry is un
nessary and wasteful) as well as provide a 
more than reasonable profit. 

ESTES KEFAUVER. 
JOHN A. CARROLL,2:1 

THOMAS J. DoDD. 
PHILIP A. HART. 
EDWARD v. LoNG. 

2:1 Senator CARROLL concurs in all except 
amendment No. 5. (See further individual 
views.) 

(From the office of Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER, 
Democrat, of Tennessee, Aug. 20, 1962) 

SENATOR KEFAUVER HAn.s JUDICIARY COMMIT· 
TEE ACTION IN ADOPTING STRENGTHENING 
AMENDMENTS TO DRUG Bn.L 
Senator ESTES KEFAUVER today hailed the 

action by the Senate Judiciary Committee 
in adopting strengthening amendments to 
S. 1552, the drug industry bill, as "a great 
step forward." "The passage of this bill,'' he 
stated, "should go a long way toward assur
ing the American people that drugs are not 
only safe but will do what is claimed for 
them. 

"By adopting most of the substance of the 
President's strong recommendations sent to 
Chairman EASTLAND on August 4," the Sena
tor said, "the committee has reported out a 
bill which should not onl.y result in better, 
safer and more effective drugs, but in addi
tion should provide physicians with honest 
information concerning their properties and 
prevent the dissemination of false and mis
leading information to doctors." 

The Senator pointed out that the bill will 
thus accomplish two of the three objectives 
which he had in mind in introducing the 
measure on April 12, 1961, following an ex
tensive 2-year investigation of the industry. 
In addition to providing for safer drugs and 
better information to doctors, he had lioped 
to bring about price reductions. By mak
ing it easier and safer for physicians to pre
scribe by generic names, the present bill 
should result in lower prices !or nonpatented 
drugs. "But", he pointed out, "there is 
nothing in the committee's bill to reduce the 
present high and excessive prices of patented 
drugs, which constitute about 60 percent 
of all prescription sales. I hope to achieve 
this objective by offering amendments on 
the floor of the Senate to require compulsory 
licensing of prescription drugs where the 
price to the druggist represents a markup of 
more than 500 percent of the factory cost 
(including research) and to require that 
patent and license agreements on drugs be 
filed with the Commissioner of Patents to be 
available to the antitrust agencies." 

In addition, the Senator stated that he 
intended to introduce an amendment ex
plicitly granting the FDA authority to re
quire animal testing on drugs before they 
are given to humans, either in clinical test
ing or through sales on the market. 

"Aside from the patent provisions," Sena
tor KEFAUVER stated, "the action by the Judi
ciary Committee today, following the recom
mendations of the President, substantially 
accomplishes what was intended by the drug 
bill, S. 1552, in the form in which I intro
duced it more than a year ago." 

The principal difference, he went on to 
point out, is in the method of enforcement~ 
The bill in its original form required that all 
drug plants receive licenses which, upon a 
failure to meet certain requirements, could 
be suspended or revoked. The burden of 
proof was on the company to demonstrate 
that in its operations it met certain mini
mum standards. In its present form the bill 
relies principally upon the existing form of 
enforcement-the seizure of drugs as mis
branded or adulterated, and the burden of 
proof is on the Government. Certain addi
tional grounds are specified which would 
permit the withdrawal of approval of a new 
drug application. The Senator stated that, 
"While I still prefer licensing as a better and 
more effective method of enforcement, the 
FDA prefers the present method, as supple
mented by the current -bill." At the same 
time, he noted, the present measure includes 
a strong provision requiring records and 
reports, which is an important addition to 
the original bill. 

"But on nine specific points," the Senator 
added, "S. 1552 as amended in general ac-

cordance with the President's recommenda
tions is generally the same as the bill in its 
original form, as introduced on April 12, 
1961. These nine points are: efficacy, adver
tising, new drug clearance procedure, deter
mination of generic names, certification of 
antibiotics, package inserts, labeling require
ments, factory inspection, and quality manu
facturing controls. A listing comparing the 
original with the present version of S. 1552 
on these points is attached. 
PROVISIONS IN S. 1 5 52 (AS SUPPLEMENTED BY 

THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS) SIMILAR IN 
SUBSTANCE TO S. 1552, AS INTRODUCED ON 
APRIL 12, 1961 

1. Efficacy 
The present and the original version of 

S . 1552 require the FDA to pass not only on 
safety (as at present) but on claims for 
efficacy. This applies not only to the initia l 
claims proposed with the new drug applica
tion but to later claims as well. The present 
bill specifies that the appraisal of the claims 
is to be based on "substantial evidence," the 
nature of which is then specifically defined. 

2. Advertising 
Both the original and the present version 

require that advertisements show the generic 
name in large type and carry information on 
the drug's side effects and effec~iveness. 

3. New drug clearance procedure 
Although the Committee amendment does 

not go as far as S. 1552 in its original form, 
which would have eliminated the time limit 
altogether for approval of a new drug appli
cation, it does away with the automatic ap
proval feature of the present law and greatly 
extends the time period from the present 
60 to 180 days, plus 120 more if the applicant 
seeks a hearing. 

4. Determination of generic name 
Except for providing for a hearing, S. 1552 

is now identical with the bill in its original 
form: The Secretary of HEW is empowered 
to establish generic names which will be 
"simple and useful" and this power is to 
be exercised (a) upon request from a com
piler of the compendium and (b) upon re
views which are to be made by the Secretary. 

5. Certification of antibiotics 
As in its original form, S. 1552 extends the 

certification requirement to all antibiotics; 
it differs only in that it establishes certain 
standards which the Secretary is to take into 
consideration in deciding whether to decer
tify an antibiotic. 

6. Package inserts 
Both the original and the present bill re

quire the Secretary to publish in convenient 
and. readable form and distribute on a cur
rent basis to physicians information about 
usage, side effects, effectiveness, dosages, and 
so forth approved by the FDA and contained 
in the package inserts. 

7. Labeling requirements 
Both the original and the present versions 

r·equire the label to show the manufacturer 's 
name and place of business, an accurate 
statement of the contents and the generic 
name printed in large. type. 

8. Factory inspection 
As in its original form, S. 1552 extends the 

authority of the FDA to inspect drug plants. 
The major difference is that in the original 
version, the items and types of data which 
could be inspected were specifically deline
ated, whereas the present bill broadly ex
tends the inspection authority, but specifi
cally exempts from inspection certain types 
of data (e.g. certain types of personnel and 
research data) . 

9. Quality manufacturing controls 
Both versions establish standards which 

all drug plants must meet in their manufac-
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turing operations. Under the odginal ver
sion, the standards were those necessary to 
insure the continued "chemical structure, 
strength, quality, purity, safety, and efficacy." 
Under the present version, they are whether 
the product is produced under insanitary 
conditions "contaminated with filth or in
jurious to health," or the facilities or con
trols used for its manufacture "do not con
form to or are not operated or administered 
in conformity with current good manufac
turing practice" to assure that the drug 
meets requirements as to "safety, identity, 
strength, quality and purity." The princi
pal differences are: (a) Under the original 
version, the burden of proof was upon the 
manufacturer to demonstrate, in order to 
secure a license, that he met the standards, 
whereas under the present version it is on 
the FDA to prove that he does not; and (b) 
under the original bill, 1! he failed to meet 
the standards, his license would be sus
pended or revoked, whereas under the pres
ent version his product would be seized. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, on July 
19, 1962, the drug bill, unanimously 
passed by the Judiciary Committee, was 
reported to the Senate and it contained 
certain amendments to the original 
Kefauver bill. It was a good drug bill 
and has been so admitted by many Mem
bers of the Senate. However, due to the 
thalidomide episode, the President sug
gested additional amendments, some of 
which were not contained in any ver
sion of the Senate bill. After delibera
tion the Senate Judiciary Committee 
again unanimously voted the suggested 
amendments to the Senate floor. On 
August 23, 1962, the Senate unanimously 
passed the drug bill and as I pointed out 
in my remarks on the Senate floor on 
that date, although the amendments of 
August 21 were unanimously passed by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, there 
were few significant changes from the 
drug bill reported on July 19. Briefly 
and chronologically this is the drug bill 
story: 

First. In 1906, the first drug bill was 
passed under President Theodore Roose
velt. 

Second. In 1938, the Food,. Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act was enacted into law. 

Third. In 1953, under the Eisenhower 
administration and a Republican Con
gress, the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
was strengthened. 

Fourth. Under 8 years of President 
Eisenhower, the Food and Drug Admin
istration officials admitted their budget 
had doubled during those 8 years to aid 
and better regulate. 

Fifth. In 1957, Congressman BLATNIK 
conducted congressional investigations 
into the drug industry and some of the 
significant matters brought out at that 
time were rehashed during the drug 
hearings which began December 7, 1959. 

Sixth. In January 1959, the Senate 
subcommittee considered investigation 
into drugs. 

Seventh. On December 7, 1959, drug 
hearings actually began, almost 3 years 
after Congressman BLATNIK's revelations 
in his hearings. 

Eighth. On December 7, 1959, in the 
opening statement of Senator DIRKSEN, 
he said as follows: 

I am sure that a completely objective hear
ing in this field of drug pricing and practices 

can prove extremely fruitful and useful, and 
I hope, therefore, that the entire hearing, 
both now and what additional hearings will 
be held after the turn of the year, will be 
held on an objective basis. 

So, Mr. President, from the very be
ginning the minority were cooperative in 
the drug hearings. 

Ninth. From December 7, 1959, to 
May 2, 1961, or a total of 17 months, 
there were hearings on the investigation 
phase of the drug issue. This, without 
a doubt, is one of the longest sets of 
hearings, without even a bill being of
fered until April 12, 1961-16 months 
after the hearings began. 

Tenth. On July 5, 1961, hearings on 
the drug bill, S. 1552, began and ended 
February 7, 1962, thereby bringing a total 
period of exactly 26 months of hearings 
on the drug matter. Since the majority, 
Democrat members, control the setting 
of the dates of hearings and the number 
of witnesses, one might say that the 
Democrats were obstructing their own 
investigation and their own bill by con
ducting 26 months of hearings-prob
ably the longest record of hearings on 
one such matter in the history of the 
Senate. Since time was of the essence 
to improve the regulations of certain 
drug practices, a bill could have been 
introduced on the findings of Congress
man BLATNIK, whose hearings were held 
in 1957, or after several months of hear
ings in the Senate in early 1960. 

Eleventh. After the hearings termi
nated in February 1962, the Committee 
on the Judiciary moved quickly. 

On March 8, 1962, the Antitrust Sub
committee reported to the full commit
tee. 

On March 14, 1962, the Judiciary Com
mittee reported patent and other provi
sions to the Patent Subcommittee. 

On April 10, 1962, President Kennedy 
sent a message to the Judiciary Commit
tee. 

On April 11, 1962, the Patent Subcom
mittee reported back to the full com
mittee, retaining jurisdiction over patent 
provisions only and sent the food and 
drug amendments to the Judiciary Com
mittee. 

The vote on drug bill in Judiciary Com
mittee was bogged down because of un
limited debate by Chairman KEFAUVER 
in trying to reinsert the patent provisions 
of the bill. 

The Chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee, Senator EASTLAND, after confer
ring with the White House, told the 
members of the Judiciary Committee 
that they must resolve their differences 
and report a bill to the Senate floor. 

On June 7, 1962, Chairman EASTLAND 
called a meeting for June 8, bringing 
together representatives of the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare-who were representing the admin
istration; a staffman representing the 
chairman and the majority of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee; two staffmen rep
resenting the minority of the Senate Ju
diciary Committee; and several repre
sentatives of the drug industry that was 
affected. No Senators took part on this 
staff study to -see what compromises 
could be reached so that the bogged down 

bill might be reported out of committee 
to the Senate. 

At the request of the chairman, Sena
tor DIRKSEN and I offered most of the 
compromised amendments that were 
reached after the meetings on June 8 and 
9. The chairman had announced that 
there would be a meeting from day to 
day to pass these 13 sections of the bill. 
However, due to the pressure on the Sen
ate floor and the several long debates and 
filibustering on the communications 
satellite bill, the Judiciary Committee 
was prevented from having the day-to
day sessions; and it was not until July 
19, 1962, that a good drug bill unani
mously passed by the Judiciary Commit
tee, including Senator KEFAUVER, was 
sent to the Senate floor. 

Then the thalidomide episode became 
public and the President of the United 
States on August 3, 1962, sent another 
message to the Judiciary Committee and 
submitted certain recommendations, 
some of which were not contained in 
either the original Kefauver bill or in 
the bill reported to the Senate on July 
19. Again the chairman called for con
tinuous executive sessions of the Ju
diciary Committee, but again the com
mittee was faced with the filibuster on 
the Communications Satellite bill. 

During the week or so of filibustering, 
the chairman requested the staff of the 
Judiciary Committee; the staff repre
senting the minority members of the 
Judiciary Committee; Senator KEFAu
VER's assistants; staff men from the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare; and representatives of the pre
scription drug industry and the proprie
tary drug industry to meet and work out 
the necessary language that would meet 
the objective of the July 19, 1962, bill 
reported to the Senate and the suggested 
amendments made by the President on 
August 3. At some of these meetings, 
Deputy Attorney General Nicholas Katz
enbach and Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Wilbur 
J. Cohen, attended. The con:promise 
reached on August 21, 1962, as reported 
to the Senate, was unanimously adopted 
by the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

August 23, 1962, began the Senate de
bate on the drug bill as reported on July 
19, 1962, and as amended on August 
21, 1962. 

Twelfth. Briefly, here is a comparison 
of the July 19, 1962, amendment as re
ported to the Senate to the amendments 
of August 21, 1962: 

Section 2, information on patents: No 
change. 

Section 3, registration: No changes ex
cept for provision for grandfather clause 
and transitional period. 

Section 4, factory inspection: No sig
nificant changes other than to provide 
for limited information on personnel. 

Section 5, quality manufacturing con
trols: Provided limited information on 
personnel; however, deleted the pro
vision for regulations by the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Section 6, new drug clearance proce
dure: It removed an automatic effective 
date for new drug application at end of 
180 days. It provides for hearing and 
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judicial review. However; even if 'this · 
amendment had not ·been passed this 
past week, the Food and Drug Admin
istration could hold up a new drug ap
plication after 180 days by merely ask.:. 
ing for more- information, which was 
done in the thalidomide case, which 
was held up 1 % years. 

Section 7, records and reports: No 
changes. 

Section 8, effectiveness and safety of 
new drugs: First, definition of a new 
drug amended by adding the word "effec
tiveness" to safety; second, classifying 
what constitutes substantial evidence; 
third, only Secretary may take a drug 
off the market if there is imminent haz- · 
ard with right to immediate hearing; 
fourth; additional grounds for removal 
of application or suspension of a drug. 

Section 9, conspicuousness of official 
name: Relates only to prescription drugs 
as to quantity and generic name must 
be one-half size ·of trade name and 
prominently displayed. 

Section 10, review and designation of 
official names: No changes. 

Section 11, information to physicians: 
Paragraph "o," no change; Paragraph 
"p" amended so that size of generic name 
one-half size to brand name and promi
nently displayed; and, also, provides a 
grandfather clause. 

Section 12, certification of antibiotics: 
Deleted section 301<1); deleted provision 
for exemption of drugs for antibiotics for 
animal use. 

Section 13, definition: No changes. 
Thirteenth. It is evident from the 

above that most of the sections of the 
bill were not changed whatsoever and 
a few were changed to meet certain tech
nical aspects, such as, the grandfather 
clause and the transitional period, and 
that the most significant changes in the 
August 21 version of the Senate bill are 
found in section 8, that if the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare found 
a drug to be imminently dangerous to 
the public, he could take it off the market 
immediately and then give the drug 
manufacturer a hearing. This provi
sion was not contained in the original 
Kefauver bill or the bill sent to the Sen
ate July 19. The second amendment was 
that it provided additional authority for 
the removal of the application of a new 
drug or the suspension of a drug on the 
market. 

Therefore, it is further self-evident 
that the July 19, 1962, version of the drug 
bill reported was a good bill and as was 
reiterated by Chairman EASTLAND and 
other Senators on the Senate :floor. Al
though Chairman KEFAUVER has criti
cized the July 19 version of the drug bill, 
this· is what he had to say about the 
August 21 version-CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD, page 17367: 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, the 
speech by the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee, has accurately de
fined the provisions of the substitute which 
was reported on August 21. This measure 
constitutes a genuine effort on the part of 
the majority and the minority of the Judi
ciary Committee, on the part of the Presi
dent, the Food and Drug Administration, and 
the sta1f of the committees-to whom I pay 
the very highest tribute-and on the part 
of the industry itself to bring the food and 

drug law up to date and make- it effective 
and modernized. , 

In my opinion, the bill now before us 
will assure t}le p~ople of the United States 
safer, more effective and better prescription 
drugs; that physicians will have more accu.:. 
rate information as to drugs; that false and 
misleading statements as to the efficacy and 
side effects in advertising and promotion 
material will be eliminated, that physicians 
will receive recent and accurate information 
about drugs, and that prescribing by generic 
names will be made simpler and safer. 

I want to compliment all who have had 
anything to do with bringing out this bill. 
There has been give and take. There has 
been an honest effort to bring out a good 
bill so far as the food and drug provisions 
of the bill are concerned. I endorse it. I 
think it is in the public interest. I think 
it should be passed immediately, for the pro
tection of the public. 

The chairman of the full committee imme
diately instituted hearings, day after day, 
for the consideration of the President's rec
ommendations. They were considered seri
ously on their merits, with the aim of get
ting the best possible bill. 

There was some give and take. Conces
sions were made by all sides. Some recom
mendations were weakened, but not fatally 
so. Others were even strengthened. 

Thus, the bill is the product of a fine, 
genuine, and cooperative effort. I want to 
compliment every Senator who has had any
thing to do with this bill since the Presi
dent's recommendations of August 3 came 
to the Judiciary Committee. 

Fourteenth. Since Senator DIRKSEN 
and I were two of the Senators who not 
only sat through 26 months of hearings 
but also worked with Chairman Eastland 
in order to reach a compromise to meet 
the recommendations of the President, 
I believe that we are included in the 
compliment that Senator KEFAUVER made 
to all those who made the new drug 
bill-passed unanimously by the Sen
ate-possible. 

Fifteenth. Before closing, Mr. Presi
dent, on August 25, 1962, Senator KE
FAUVER placed into the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD an article published in the Wash
ington Post with the headline "Senate 
Drug Measure Would Reduce Prices." 
Quoting from the article, he states, as 
follows: 

EFFECT ON PRICES 

KEFAUVER, who is chairman of the Senate 
Antitrust and Monopoly subcommittee, and 
Horace L. Flurry, its chief counsel, sum
marize their explanation of the relationship 
between the bill and drug prices this way: 

By itself, the common-name provision 
might have a limited effect on consumers. 
The reason is that physicians want to be 
certain that the drugs they prescribe are of 
the highest quality. 

But other provisions of the bill, such as 
tougher factory-inspection and quality con
trols, are intended to assure physicians and 
the public that cheaper generic-name prod
ucts meet safety, purity and other standards. 

The expecitation is that the combination-· 
common names more readily available to 
physicians, .and greater assurances of 
quality-will cause an upsurge of common
name prescriptions. 

Mr. President, taking the words of 
Senator KEFAUVER himself, then it must 
be argued effectively that the drug b.ill 
of July 19, 1962, that we helped to send 
to the Senate :floor by offering the com
promised amendments to the original bill, 
would help to reduce prices of prescrip
tion drugs, because the tougher factory 

inspection· and quality control sections 
of· the bill to which Senator KEFAUVER 
ref erred to above were practically the 
same in the July 19, 1962 version of the 
bill as they are now contained in the bill 
passed by the Senate on August 23; 1962. 
We are very happy to have Senator 
KEFAUVER's endorsement on this vital 
point to refute my critics who contended 
that I was not interested in a good drug 
bill to protect the public. After review
ing the above, all of which is a matter of 
public record in the printed hearings, in 
reports, in debates on the Senate :floor, 
one must come to the conclusion that we 
cooperated during the hearings, that we 
cooperated in seeing that the President's 
recommendations were given judicious 
and expeditious attention. The facts 
are facts and we are happy to have the 
facts to support our position rather than 
the fancies our critics chose to use. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President, 
I am very happy to yield to my dis
tinguished colleague from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD]. 

Mr. DODD. I thank my friend, the 
great Senator from Tennessee. I am 
happy to say on the :floor of the Senate 
this afternoon, in company with my col
leagues from Colorado, Michigan, and 
Nebraska, that the chairman of the sub
committee [Mr. KEFAUVER] deserves the 
greatest credit for the achievement 
which we shall soon see take place in 
the Senate by the adoption of the con
ference report. 

I have an idea that the Senator from 
Tennessee will be remembered long af
ter all of us in this Chamber at this hour 
are gone for the many great things he 
has accomplished. He will be remem
bered by many for his fight against 
crime. He will be remembered and loved 
by many for what he has done in the 
field of juvenile delinquency, where he 
has pioneered in this imPortant work. 
But, I think, perhaps, in the long run, 
a grateful nation will revere his memory 
most for the passage of this particular 
piece of legislation. 

As the Senator from Colorado and the 
Senator from Michigan said, this is really 
a public interest bill. It is a people's bill. 
It is legislation for the protection of the 
American people. That is why I say 
without any hesitancy that the memory 
of the great Senator from Tennessee will 
be revered for what he has done. 

We have been reminded of the long, 
hard path it has been necessary for him 
to tread to reach this point. Fortunately 
for our country, he is of the stuff that 
knows how to endure great difficulty and 
to remain sturdy for the long pull. 

I am reminded, as I speak briefly 
about this subject, that in my own State 
of Connecticut there is a substantial 
pharmaceutical industry. Representa
tives of that industry called on me on 
more than one occasion. In fairness to 
theni, they were always fair and reason
able about this proposal. I thought they 
were mistaken about it. I think so now. 

It is my conviction that in time they 
will praise this legislative measure, 
which I am confident the Senate is about 
to pass. I t4ink they will understand 
better as a little time passes that this 
bill had to be passed in the public inter
est. I am confident that, though they 
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may have misgivings today, the mis
givings will soon disappear and they will 
accept the legislation and be happy 
about it. 

This is why I am proud to have been 
privileged to serve at the side of the 
Senator from Tennessee. I hope to do so 
in the future. I cannot think of any
thing better I would wish to have said 
about me in this body than to have it 
said that I was at his side in this battle, 
and in others as well. He deserves the 
credit and the praise we have all spread 
on the RECORD this afternoon. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hardly know how 
to start expressing my gratitude for the 
words of my esteemed colleague. 

Mr. DODD. The Senator is a modest 
man. I do not expect him to do so. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I would be re
warded for any difilculties which may 
have been encountered by the remarks 
and the statement made by the Senator 
from Connecticut. Throughout all this 
effort the Senator has taken a great 
interest in the legislation. He has stood 
up against efforts to diminish the bill, to 
cut it down, to impede the investigation. 
He has been one of the great pillars of 
strength in favor of this legislation. 

I agree with the Senator that as time 
goes on the pharmaceutical industry it
self will be gratified that the bill has been 
passed. In fact, although to start with 
the industry was opposed to everything 
in the bill, as time went on they them
selves saw that many of the reforms 
proposed were needed. Today the en
lightened members of the pharmaceuti
cal industry feel that the provisions of 
the bill are very much in their interest. 
As time goes on they will be grateful 
that we fought the bill through to a 
final conclusion. 

I am grateful to the Senator from 
Connecticut. I am happy to be a spon
sor with him of an important bill that 
might have been included in the bill 
about which we have been speaking, but 
it dealt with a different subject; that is, 
tighter control of narcotics, barbituates, 
and other habit-forming drugs. We will 
work together on that legislation next 
year. 

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Madam President, the 

adoption of the conference report is sat
isfying. It brings to a conclusion an ex
tended and thorough legislative effort. 

When consideration of the bill started 
no basic legislation had been enacted in 
this field since 1938-virtually a quarter 
of a century. Everyone concerned, in
cluding interested Government agencies, 
the medical and scientific community, 
and the pharmaceutical industry itself, 
1·ecognized that the laws relating to pre
scription drugs needed to be revised. 
This bill is that revision. It is a work
able and well-balanced bill. It is work
able from the standpoint of the Govern
ment agencies, which are in charge of 
its administration and enforcement. It 
is workable from the standpoint of the 
industry which manufactures the medi
cines and drugs of today and which will 
invent and discover the drugs of tomor
row. And it is well balanced because, 
while the bill helps keep bad drugs off 
the market, it will not stifle or discour-

age the present use of good products or 
the introduction and use of new prod
ucts. 

There was good cooperation through
out the extended consideration of the 
bill: The members of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, on both sides of the aisle, 
were painstaking and patient. They had 
to be, because the hearings were volu
minous. The staff representing both 
sides of the aisle were helpful. 

At this point I wish to make particu
lar mention of the efforts of the mem
bers of the professional staff, especially 
Mr. Tom Collins. He was exceptionally 
dedicated to the success! ul completion of 
the task, and I commend him most 
highly. 

On several occasions it appeared that 
no bill would be forthcoming. At those 
critical times, the efforts of the chair
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
[Mr. EASTLAND] and of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] were a particu
larly steadying infiuence. Had it not 
been for them, progress might have come 
to a standstill, and success not been 
attained. 

There were some unhappy situations 
during the subcommittee's consideration 
of the bill. Efforts were made to revise 
the law completely, to impair the bene
fits of the patent system, and to put the 
pharmaceutical industry under a licens
ing system which would have put it in 
a virtual straitjacket. 

These propositions and similar prop
ositions were advanced with the alleged 
idea of lowering the prices of drugs. 
They failed because they were not based 
on sound principles. They were rejected 
by the entire Committee on the Judi
ciary; they were rejected by the Senate; 
by the House Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee; and by the House 
itself. They never received the support 
of the President or of the Food and 
Drug Administration. They are not to 
be found in the July 19 bill, the August 
21 bill, or the bill in final form which 
has just been approved by the Senate. 
It is well that those proposals are behind 
us, because they were a disruptive in
fluence and would not have been for the 
good of anyone concerned. 

So I rejoice with the rest of the Senate 
at the passage of the bill and the ap
proval of the conference report. I am 
confident that the House will act on the 
report quickly and favorably. 

I pay particular and special tribute to 
the members of the conference commit
tee from the other body. They were 
most helpful and cooperative. 

Madam President, as the saying is, 
"All's well that ends well." I think the 
entire Congress and the Executive can 
look back upon a job well done. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I commend the conferees who reported 
the conference report on the drug bill for 
their excellent work. To my mind, the 
bill is one of the singular accomplish
ments of this session. 

I believe it represents a milestone in 
the legislative field of human welfare 
and the protection of the public interest. 

I wish to commend particularly the 
chairman of the committee, the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the 
minority members---the Senator from 

. Illinois and the Senator from Nebraska; 
the Senator from Alabama CMr. HILL], 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], and any and all mem
bers who were on the conference com
mittee, and also the Food and Drug Ad
ministration officials who cooperated as 
technicians and advisers, the U.S. Public 
Health Service officials, and others. 

VETERINARY DRUG PROVISION 

I am particularly gratified to note that 
the conferees have accepted the House 
amendment clarifying the anticancer 
clause of the food additives amendment 
and the color additive amendment of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, by 
making this clause inapplicable to 
chemicals such as veterinary drugs when 
used in feed for food-producing animals, 
if-I emphasize-if, the Secretary :finds: 

First. That under the conditions of use 
and feeding specified in the proposed 
labeling and reasonably certain to be 
followed in practice, such additive will 
not adversely affect the animals for 
which such feed is intended, and 

Second. That no residue of the additive 
will be found-by methods of examina
tion prescribed or approved by the Secre
tary by regulations---in any edible por
tion of the animal after slaughter or in 
any food, such as milk or eggs, yielded by 
or derived from the living animal. 

This corrects a needless and uninten
tional inequity in the application of the 
food additive anticancer proviso to addi
tives for animal feed, while preserving in 
its full vigor the consumer protection 
now afforded by that provision. 

I reiterate-consumer protection is as
sured. 
NO TOLERANCE OF CANCER-INDUCING CHEMICALS 

The basic principle of the anticancer 
provision, which would remain unim
paired, is that no tolerance for the addi
tion of the carcinogenic chemicals to 
food shall be granted in any amount, 
because in the present state of scientific 
knowledge, no one can tell how much or 
how little of a carcinogen would be re
quired to produce cancer in any human 
being. I need not remind the Senate of 
the effort which others, including myself, 
have made to combat the terrible scourge 
of cancer down through the years. 

I believe this particular amendment 
deserves commendation and mention 
here, in making the legislative record; 
and I want it to be noted at this point. 

GREAT MILESTONE OF 87TH CONGRESS 

As I have said, when the history of the 
87th Congress is written, I believe the 
present amendments to the Food and 
Drug Act of 1962 will be regarded as on.e 
of the most important milestones. 

I wish to repeat that many persons 
have contributed to this achievement; 
and certainly the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. KEFAUVER] has made a very dis
tinct contribution. 

PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE INTEREST 

I should like to mention several addi
tional points which I believe should be 
recorded as part of the legislative his
tory of this measure. I say "history" 
but I am really looking forward, not 
backward; I am particularly concerned 
with what happens from now on. 
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Ever since I have been a Member of 
Congress, I have been interested in food 
and drug legislation. At one time I 
served on the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. I am the author of 
what is known as the Humphrey-Dur
ham Act---the Prescription Drug Act. I 
have been interested in these matters, 
both as a private citizen and as a public 
official; and during recent years, as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Re
organization and International Orga
nizations. Pursuant to successive Senate 
resolutions, our subcommittee has con
ducted a number of studies in the field 
of medical research. We have published 
17 volumes during the last 4 years bear
ing on broad fields of coordination of 
Federal scientific activities, particularly 
in areas of health. In fact, our sub
committee has concentrated on the prob
lem of Government-wide coordination 
in regard to medical research and 
physical science research, both at home 
and abroad. We have been engaged in 
this work pursuant to special Senate 
resolutions since August 1958. I believe 
the findings made by the subcommittee 
have definitely been in the public in
terest. It is my view-and the record 
will bear out---that the work of the sub
committee has been helpful in bringing 
about numerous necessary reforms and 
changes in the Government agencies. 
This includes recommendation of 
changes in existing law, so as to provide 
better scientific yield as well as improved 
enforcement and regulation. 

FUTURE ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAW 

Now, on FDA, I base my concern as 
to what will happen in the future on our 
subcommittee's analysis of the record of 
drug administration to date. 

My comments do not relate to any par
ticular person. In fact, from time to 
time I have paid personal tribute to 
Commissioner Larrick, who is a faith
ful and dedicated public servant. 

But when a subcommittee spends 
much time in examining into the activi
ties ~f Federal Government bureaus, 
agencies, and departments, I believe it is 
the duty of the chairman of the subcom
mittee on occasion to report to the Sen
ate some of the subcommittee's findings 
and observations. And I shall be very 
frank. 
THREE SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS IN LAST 2 

MONTHS 

The Senate Reorganization and In
ternational Organizations Subcommit
tee held hearings on Federal drug poli
cies on August 1 and August 9, 1962. 

On September 21, 1962, ·we received 
supplementary testimony in the course 
of a hearing on overall Federal inf orma
tion policies. The hearings lasted many 
hours; they were not perfunctory hear
ings. They were intensive and exten
sive. 

Both hearing volumes are being 
readied for final publication. Each will 
contain numerous exhibits. 

STAFF STUDIES OF AGENCIES 

Furthermore, the subcommittee staff 
has been permitted and encouraged to 
make staff investigations and studies of 

numerous Government agencies, the 
Public Health Service, including the 
National Institutes of Health, the medi
cal research activities of the Veterans' 
Administration and, of course, the 
scientific, regulatory activities of the 
Food and Drug Administration. No less 
than 10 Federal agencies, I might add, 
support Federal and health related re
search. 
SEVENTY EXHIBITS IN DRUG HEARING VOLUM E 

The forthcoming volume containing 
the transcript of the August 1962 drug 
hearings will off er over 70 newly com
piled exhibits. 

This information has been furnished 
at my request by the Food and Drug Ad
ministration, as well as other sources I 
have mentioned. 

I had held the hearing-exhibit record 
open until a well-rounded, reasonably 
complete volume could be issued. 

Some of the exhibits compiled within 
just the last few days are, I believe, the 
most significant of all. 
LAXITY IN SCREENING OF THOUSANDS OF NEW 

DRUGS 

Most of the exhibits, as well as most 
of the original testimony, relate to the 
handling of new drugs. 

The more we have examined the 
handling of the new drugs by the Food 
and Drug Administration, the more we 
have been surprised, shocked, and dis
appointed at certain conditions which 
have been existing for years. 

The magnitude, the complexity, 
beneficence, or potential harm of these 
drugs is incalculable. 

In 13 years, the Food and Drug Ad
ministration made effective 3,183 new 
drug applications for human use. 

For tranquilizers alone, it made eff ec
tive 70 new drug applications in 4 years. 
In the same period, it made effective ap
plications for 55 antihypertension drugs. 

However, in 7 years, 20 new drug ap
plications have had to be suspended, be
cause of substantial evidence which re
quired withdrawal of the approval of 
commercial marketing and the use of 
the drug itself. 

NO DATA ON MANY SHELVED DRUGS 

A key point: nobody knows how many 
thousands of drugs have been tested, 
have caused harm, have been shelved 
and never reported, never discussed. 

Most of the iceberg-in effect, the most 
dangerous part of the iceberg-has lain 
below the surface. 
THE GREAT VALUE OR POSSIBLE HARM OF DRUGS 

The overall drug situation has been 
characterized by extremes. This is most 
regrettable. On the one hand genuine 
"breakthrough" drugs have saved lives, 
have brought individuals back from the 
edge of death, have performed what 
might have been regarded as medical 
miracles but a few short years ago. 
Drug research has helped lengthen the 
lifespan, has given hope to the afflicted, 
relief to those in pain, has restored in
stitutionalized patients to wholesome 
living in the community, has wrought a 
virtual revolution in fields such as tu
berculosis and mental illness. I men-

tion only two of the more serious amic
tions of mankind. 

LITTLE DONE TO RE DUCE A VOIDABLE HAZARDS 

But, all this while, in a certain number 
of cases, an opposite extreme has taken 
place. -

Although all new drugs involve a cer
tain degree of unavoidable hazard-and 
we must face up to that; it is a necessary 
part of experimentation and progress
in quite a few instances far too little has 
been done to minimize the avoidable 
hazard. 

Often, testing has been going on in a 
manner which should have sent shivers 
down the spine of the medical profession. 

Madam President, I speak from the 
intimate knowledge and a personal re
view of correspondence, official files on 
applications, and findings on hundreds 
of drugs which have been tested under 
inadequate medical-pharmacological su
pervision. 

SO-CALLED SCIENTIFIC CONTROLS A MOCKERY 

The testing has often not been phased, 
that is, not performed in stages, first in 
various species of animals, then in small 
groups of humans, under strict control 
conditions, then in larger groups under 
ambulatory conditions, and so forth. 

.Instead, the whole process has often 
been "telescoped." 

So-called scientific controls have of
ten been a virtual mockery of genuine 
scientific standards. 

But a few short years ago, drugs in
tended for use by victims of chronic 
disease-day after day, year after year
were released by FDA even before-I re
peat, before-chronic toxicity tests had 
been completed on animals. 

What was the result? The human 
being has served as the guinea pig. 

Meanwhile, shocking reports of in
juries and deaths to test patients, as 
received by drug companies, have often 
gone unreported to FDA, or have been 
downgraded by skillfully contrived half
truths, or have been reported accurately 
to FDA, but virtually ignored by FDA. 
NEWSPAPERS MIGHT HAVE BEEN FILLED WITH 

SHOCKING STORIES 

They are strong word, but they are 
true. In fact, as I said to my staff, had 
I wanted to claim headlines, I could have 
filled newspapers for weeks with scan
dal-pointing statements on shockingly 
inadequate standands and on a huge 
volume of adverse effects on the public 
health, because of the inexcusable mar
keting of dangerous new drugs without 
adequate prior testing. 

This is in the past. This is what the 
legislation is designed now to prevent. 
But we cannot forget what has been go
ing on for years. "Weasel"-worded so
called warning letters have often gone 
out; they have been phrased so slyly 
that it has often been difficult for even 
a specialist to understand their true 
significance. 

FDA'S OWN ADMISSIONS 

Drugs have been approved which FDA 
now admits should never have been ap
proved. Drugs have been kept on the 
market long after FDA admits they 
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should have been eliminated from the 
market. 

INDIFFERENCE TO COMMUNICATION PROBLEM 
Meanwhile, few people, particularly 

public officials, seem to have wondered 
how the overworked clinician has been 
able to collect, absorb, index, file, remem
ber, and use the avalanche of drug in
f ormatfon which has poured in on him. 

Certainly, FDA seems to have won
dered little or cared little whether the 
busy M.D. was finding the myriads of 
package labels, warning letters, and so 
forth, genuinely useful and accessible to 
the practicing physician. 

And there have been other circum
stances which impel one to ask: "Who 
has been minding the store?" "Who has 
been aware of what has been going on 
all these years?" "Who has cared?" 
"Why was not something done about 
communications so clogged, testing prac
tices so lax, abuses so blatant, ineffi
ciency so intolerable as to almost shout 
for remedy?" 

I reiterate, it is a matter of record 
that communications between agencies 
of the Government on new drugs were 
literally nonexistent. Furthermore, the 
volume of paperwork going to the Food 
and Drug Administration was beyond 
the ability of any group of workers as
signed to that agency to take care of, 
under the existing inadequate system of 
files and communication. 

Furthermore, communications with 
relation to testing and reporting back 
by investigators were so lax that there · 
was, in effect, no real regulation at all. 

BRING THE NEW FRONTIER TO FDA 
The plain fact which I, for one, call 

attention to is that the administration 
has made only a beginning as regards 
meeting the challenge of drug safety. 
I speak of this administration as well as 
previous administrations; if there is 
anything bipartisan it is in this field, 
in terms of regrettable neglect. 

The President has soundly fought for 
a strong bill and he has succeeded. Sec
retary Celebrezze has moved with com
mendable speed for stronger regulations. 
A deficiency request has come up for in
creased appropriations which will mean, 
in effect, more men. 

This is good. 
But the New Frontier has yet to make 

its mark on this 54-year-old Food and 
Drug effort. 

I do not have the slightest doubt that 
we are going to see a New Frontier in 
FDA. 

I do not have the slightest doubt that 
we shall see this new frontier in FDA 
because of the legislation passed today 
and because of the findings that have 
been developed as to the laxity of past 

. administration. 
I for one will do everything I can for 

the improvement of administration, reg
ulation, and better cooperation between 
the FDA, the other Federal agencies, the 
pharmaceutical manufacturers, and the 
medical profession. 

I want the agency to know that I in
tend to follow through on the Reorgani
zation Subcommittee's work and on my 
own deep interest in the public safety. 

The legislative history of the drug leg
islation should reveal, beyond a shadow 
of a doubt, certain points as to my per
sonal attitude toward FDA's past and fu
ture administration. 

A WARNING TO FDA 

Mr. President, we cannot relive the 
yesterdays; but as one Member of the 
Senate, as a member of the Appropria
tions Committee, as a member of the 
subcommittee that deals with appropria
tions for Federal research, I give warn
ing that I am going to watch the ad
ministrative practices in the Food and 
Drug Administration. 

I ask unanimous consent that a mem
orandum I prepared relative to the Food 
and Drug Administration and what its 
policies should be for the future be made 
a part of the RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MEMORANDUM BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 
TWO PREVIOUS STATEMENTS 

These comments supplement my state
ments in the Senate on August 6, 1962 
(available as reprint, code No. HB-6--62), and 
September 12, 1962 (available as reprint 
H9-5-92). 

WORK BY RESPECTIVE SUBCOMMITTEES 
In the present memorandum, I should like, 

first, to congratulate the Senator from Ten
nessee, Mr. KEFAUVER, for the outstanding 
contribution which he made to this leg
islation, including the years of patient, 
preparatory study by the Subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly, of which he is 
chairman. 

It has been my plea.sure, in turn, as chair
man of the Senate Subcommittee on Reor
ganization and International Organizations, 
to h ·ave sought to contribute to those 
phases of the legislation which came within 
our subcommittee's cognizance; namely, areas 
of lnteragency administration, coordination, 
and communication. 

I should like to submit the following ob
servations with respect to these latter areas. 
FDA'S LONG SILENCE ON THE NEED FOR NEW 

REGULATIONS 
1. In the first place, it is clear that the 

effectiveness of the drug amendments--0r of 
any other law-ls dependent upon-these laws' 
administration. 

In the past, the law has not been admin
istered in an eftlcient and effective way. 

Consider these facts: Relatively blatant 
abuses have existed for years and years; 
these abuses could have been- corrected at 
least in part by administrative regulations. 
Only within the past few months did FDA 
show some signs of life toward promulgat
ing stronger new regulations. 

The question is: Why this long FDA si
lence? Why the long inactivity? 

Why did FDA sit by, "tying its own 
hands," so to speak, while it had the power 
to free itself by suggesting new regulations? 

MR. WILBUR COHEN'S FRANK STATEMENT 
Mr. Wilbur Cohen, Assistant Secretary, De

partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and one of o~ great public servants, frankly 
told Science Service that the FDA has defi
nitely had authority under the law since 
1938, to fUlly regulate and limit clinical in
vestigative use of drugs. He stated, and I 
quote him verbatim: 

"Until now, the FDA has not used this 
authority adequately ·or effectively. But bet-

ter controls will be instituted in the near 
future." (Science News Letter, Aug. 18, 1962, 
vol. ~2, No. 7.) 

DEFICIENCY FUND IS JUST A DOWNPAYMENT 
2. In the second place, there is no "bar

gain basement" way of administering the 
new law and regulations. 

It would not be fair to expect FDA to 
do the job, now that its high officials seem 
to be taking their obligations more seri
ously, unless they get adequate resources. 

The new deficiency appropriation is, in my 
judgment, only a "downpayment" on what 
will be needed next year. 

Let the Congress not hesitate to provide 
every dollar necessary to get the job done 
in the right way. 

Let the Congress raise executive and scien
tific salaries so as to attract and retain the 
highest caliber of personnel. 

Pennyplnching gets us nowhere except 
into government by mediocrity. 

Let the Congress assure adequate facili
ties for all of FDA-modern offices, equip
ment, materiel-instead of the humiliating 
conditions under which top scientists are 
now required to work, as for example in the 
New Drug Division. 

SCIENTIFIC EXCELLENCE NEEDED IN FDA 
3. In the third place, the cure for what 

ails the FDA scientific program ls not just 
more men and more resources, or a tougher 
law and regulations; it is scientific excel-: 
lence. 

There are numerous able scientists in the 
FDA-men and women who are dedicated 
civil servants and whose scientific skills and 
attainments would do honor to any organi
zation. 

But I say, based upon evidence from with
in FDA's own files, as well as from expert 
outside observers, that the FDA has not 
established standards of scientific excellence, 

·at least in the Bureau of Medicine. 
The Bureau has unfortunately not been 

a part of the mainstream of scientific ad-
vances. · 

Despite the deep interest of a few extreme
ly talented M.D.'s and pharmacologists, high 
officials have apparently been content to 
leave the Bureau stagnate as a scienti fic 
backwater. 

By contrast, a small nucleus of dedicated 
FDA scientists have sought to vitalize the 
Bureau. They have sought to place the Bu
reau in an organic relationship with-

Official and private medical research. 
Universities' clinical pharmacology and 

other programs. 
The most advanced practice of medicine, 

as spearheaded by medical specialty boards 
and others. 

But, regrettably, the pleas of the nucleus 
of able scientists have been ignored. 

Instead, scientific decisions have often 
been made on an incredibly casual basis
through mere study and shuftling of appli
cations and other papers-in a near vacuum, 
in many instances. This, I may say, is the 
manner for behavior by chief clerks, but it 
is not a manner for scientists. 

Until not so long ago, some reviewers in 
the New Drug Division did not even bot her 
to write scientific summaries, showing the 
actual standards of evaluation on which 
they based their judgment. 

This is poor science; it is poor adminis
tration; it is poor regulation. 

Why is there 'not a training program for 
new physicians in the New Drug Division? 
How can you expect scientists to evaluate 
research if they have not performed research 
themselves? How can you expect reviewers 
to evaluate clinical experiences if they have 
had no-or virtually no-clinical experience 
themselves, particularly within the past few 
years? 
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Why is there not a psychiatrist there to 

handle the :flood of applications and changes, 
relative to psychotropic drugs? Literally 
millions of Americans are now taking these 
drugs. 

-I could ask a dozen more questions like 
the above. 

The answers to these questions provide 
little reason for confidence in the policy 
echelons of FDA. 

COORDINATE WITH NIH 

4. Next, the FDA must coordinate its pro
grams with other Federal agencies. One of 
the most incredible and lamentable condi
tions which our subcommittee has brought 
to light has been the fact that two organiza
tions within the same department have 
lived almost in a world apart. 

I refer to FDA and the Public Health 
Service, particularly the National Institutes 
of Health. 

When we called NIH to account before 
our subcommittee, we ascertained that: 

(a) NIH was soundly spending $5.2 mil
lion in support of various forms of train
ing in the field of pharmacology, involving 
550 individuals at predoctoral and post
doctoral levels. 

(b) It was spending-no doubt for per
fectly good reason-for drug and drug-re
lated research $70.9 million out of the $391 
million for extramural grants and $70 mil
lion for intramural work in fiscal year 1962. 

Yet, incredibly enough, NIH has had only 
the most sporadic contacts with FDA and 
on the most casual, haphazard, ad hoc, ir
regular basis. 

Where consultation .has occurred, it has 
only come about because some talented 
scientist like-and here I shall name three 
scientists highly praised in expert reports 
to us-Dr. Frances Kelsey, Dr. Irving Siegel, 
or Dr. John Nestor-was enterprising enough, 
dedicated enough, to seek it. 

But so far as NIH is concerned, it has 
been following an attitude of "call-me-if
you-want-me, but don't expect to hear from 
me otherwise." 

NIH has never even bothered systemati
cally to evaluate drug reactions across the 
board for all seven of its own categorical In
stitutes and for the extramural program-for 
its own use, much less anybody else's. 

The Psychopharmacology Service Center 
of the National Institute for Mental Health 
has tended to be one welcome exception. 
It does have a comprehensive drug evaluation 
program; it does have a deep interest in 
cooperation; it does appreciate the commu
nity of interest. It does evidence that it 
knows that a drug tested for mental illness 
may affect all sorts of other systems in the 
human body. 

NEW ACTION BY NIH 

Its approach has, however, been a relative 
rarity in Bethesda. 

At long last, at our subcommittee's hear
ing on September 21, Dr. James Shannon 
announced the beginnings of a remedial pro
gram. Under this program, NIH will begin 
to use its vast resources, starting with its 
great Clinical Center, then with five cooper
ating hospitals, and later others, to· coordi
nate the evaluation of drug reactions. This is 
only the beginning. The hour is late. 

Moreover, in a memorandum of September 
20, 1962, to the Surgeon General, as fur
nished to us by Dr. Shannon and to be pub
lished as an exhibit in our subcommittee vol
ume, NIH indicated establishment of-

A new NIH Committee on the Management 
of Drug Information. 

A· new formal pattern of relationships 
with FDA. 

This news is welcome, albeit long overdue. 
NIH is finally getting around to <;laing 

things which our subcommittee has been 
urging year after year-by letter, by inter
view, by staff memorandum, by my own 
statements in hearings and on the floor. 

POOR_ OVERALL REPORTING OF DRUG REACTIONS 

5. Next, I should like to state that the 
whole program of collecting drug reactions 
throughout this country and the world is 
hopelessly obsolete. 

It is a miracle that we learn as much as 
we do about drug reactions in view of the 
pitifully haphazard way in which clinical 
reactions are compiled. 

·All sorts of sources do attempt to compile 
reactions-pharmaceutical companies, the 
FJ?A, hospitals, the VA, NIH, and other 
sources. 

None particularly talks with the other; 
none cooperates to any real extent with the 
other. One might just as well try to scoop 
out the Atlantic Ocean with a leaky Dixie 
cup as to collect drug reactions in the hit
or-miss manner which has been going on 
for so long. 

The key to reporting is the individual 
clinician. But he tends to be so busy that 
often his reports are a fraction of what they 
might be. Negative results often go largely 
unreported. This ls a crucial point; it ex
plains in part a tendency to overvalue frag
mentary favorable reports. 

FDA itself has had a microscopic adverse 
reaction reporting program; we have yet to 
find anyone who has substantially used this 
program or anyone at the reporting end who 
has received useful "feedback" from it. 

LITTLE USE OF OUTSIDE CONSULTANTS 

6. My next point is an extension of the 
observations I made with respect to NIH. 
It is incredible but FDA has made little sys
tematic use of outside consultants. It has 
made virtually no use of the NIH; it has 
made almost no use of the speciality boards, 
or of the National Academy of 'Sciences. 

FDA did send, at my request, a list of al
leged outside consultations. The list is 
nominally long. The only trouble with it 
ls that it gives a completely misleading im
pression. It pretends that an isolated tele
phone call or letter or short visit for a 
curbstone-I emphasize--curbstone judg
ment represented consultation. That is 
not really consultation. What is real con
sultation? Any scientist will give you the 
answer-a full-day meeting, a 2-day sym
posium, an expert full-time or at least a 
part-time panel which meets over an ex
tended period of time for a thorough ex
change of professional views. That is what 
we mean by. consultation. But that is not 
what has occurred in or for FDA. 

I am surprised to see in a letter to the 
House Commerce Committee, that FDA states 
that consultation has "routinely" occurred. 
That is definitely not the case. The men who 
know it best are the men inside the agency 
who have fought and begged for professional 
consultation, but whose efforts have been dis
couraged at worst, or ignored, at best, from 
above. 

Sometimes consultation has taken place 
after the fact-..:....after a drug has been on the 
market and reports of a flood of serious side 
effects have started to pour in. But the 
damage at that stage has already occurred. 

NEED FOR INFORMATION SYSTEM 

7. The Food and Drug Administration is 
going to be confronted with a mass of paper
work, the like of which it has never previ
ously encountered. 

As I stated at the hearings, it would be 
ironic to require the completion of a "moun
tain" of reports by outside sourcef:l if no
body in FDA knows what to do with the 
"mountain," how to handle it, how to use it. 

·The Food and Drug Administration has 
not done a satisfactory job With respect 'to 
the sizable papei-work which has accumu
lated over the years. Its internal reporting 
and communication system_ has _been totally 
inadequate. 

It has had under so-called ·study for a 
number of months an expert National Bu
reau of Standards analysis of system needs. 

There is little sign that the agency as yet 
has the drive and determination to accept 
NBS recommendations and install a. mod
ern system to store, retrieve, index, abstract, 
evaluate and disseminate scientific informa
tion. 

GIVE SCIENTIST PERTINENT DATA 

Right now, for example, a considerable 
amount of information, which would be in
valuable to reviewers in the New Drug Divi
sion, never gets to those reviewers. 

Or if it gets to them, it is only because a 
few dedicated scientists go out of their way 
to seek it out. 

But they should not have to go out of 
their way. They should receive pertinent 
information automatically and systemati
cally-for whatever use they may wish to put 
it. 

I refer to: 
Pertinent abstracts of the up-to-the-min

ute world literature, including proceedings. 
Reports of foreign drug agencies, such as 

that of the Netherlands. 
Reports on other agencies' research, such 

as NIH scientists' and grantees' work on 
MERJ29 or on hundreds of other drugs 
studied with U.S. taxpayers• funds-letters 
and reports from medical practitioners, and 
yes, from the general public if adverse reac
tions are described. 
POOR COORDINATION WITH BUREAU OF MEDICINE 

Generally speaking, the scientific units of 
the Food and Drug Administration appear 
to have functioned largely in a vacuum. 
The Bµreau of Medicine, for example, has had 
little or nothing to do with the medical re
sponsibilities of the agency's work on vita
mins or pesticides or food additives or other 
phases which crucially affect the public 
health. 

Separate, unrelated, uncoordinated file sys
tems sprawl all over the agency. 

This is not the way to run a railroad; it 
is not the way to run what should be one of 
the most modern scientific-management es
tablishments in the country. 
CONCLUSION-THE NEED FOR SCIENCE OF THE 

1960'S 

I do not want to be unduly critical. All 
the blame for the past does not lie on FDA 
alone. The public has often been somewhat 
indifferent. The Congress has definitely not 
given the agency adequate resources. 

Yet, here is an agency which has a more 
profound impact on the public health than 
any other agency of the U.S. Government 
except the U.S. Public Health Service. Yet 
it is an agency with 19th century organiza
tion, early 20th century science, confronting 
medical problems which would baffle even the 
greatest medical geniuses of the 2d half of 
the 20th century. 

The New Frontier faces many challenges. 
I regard few, if any, as more significant than 
that of putting new life into the FDA. 

A FEW KEY POINTS IN THE MEMORANDUM 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I note in this memorandum certain new 
actions and policies that I believe are 
required of the National Institutes of 
Health. I particularly point out the 
inadequate overall reporting of re
actions to NIH-supported drug research. 

I comment on FDA's too little use of 
outside consultants. The great body of 
scientific personnel capable of helping 
the Government is outside the Govern
ment. The "cream of the crop" of such 
consultants should be used and brought 
into the service of the Government on 
an advisory basis.- · 

I emphasize once again something 
that has been a theme and a part of my 
public work for years-the need for ade
quate communications and an informa
tion system within our Government, 
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which is growing bigger and bigger every 
year. 

The Food and Drug Administration 
will be confronted with a mass of forms, 
reports, and other paperwork under the 
new law, the like of which never was 
encountered-and it is still trying to 
walk out from under the old paper
work. It would be ironical to require a 
"mountainous" complex of additional 
outside reports if nobody knew what to 
do with the "mountain" when it arrives. 

FDA-A STEPCHILD OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

Some persons think that when we en
act new laws we have completed our 
work. The fact, I reiterate, is that no 
law is any better than its administration. 
The Food and Drug Administration :Ras 
been a stepchild of public health activ
ities. The Food and Drug Administra
tion has been looked upon as a "police" 
department, rather than as an agency 
of scientists and other professionals with 
a broad variety of health related skills. 

I pay my respects to some of the pro
fessional workers in the Food and Drug 
.Administration who have given of them
selves beyond the call of duty, who have 
given of their life's blood to keep abreast 
of their responsibilities. 

THE CONGRESS OWN RESPONSIBILITY 

Let the record be clear that not only 
has the Food and Drug Administration 
not been able to keep up with all they 
are doing, not only has there been laxity 
in regulation, but for years the Congress 
of the United States has failed to pro
vide the tools, the resources, for the 
Food and Drug Administration to do the 
job to protect the public interest. 
SUFFICIENT PRIOR STUDY POINTS TO NEED FOR 

ACTION 

We do not need any more studies. 
Whenever there is a problem in Govern
ment, it is suggested that there be an
other study. I can assure the Senate, as 
one who has had a long interest in this 
subject, long before this legislation 
came before us, that the Food and Drug 
Administration and the National Insti
tutes of Health have been studied until 
they almost have degrees from every 
known institution of higher learning,· so 
far as study is concerned. 

BRING IN NEW BLOOD 

What is needed now is definitive at
tention by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to the Food and 
Drug Administration. The Fo9d and 
Drug Administration should be upgrad
ed. There should be some new blood, 
some new endeavor, some new action, 
some new spirit. 

In my service as a Senator and in my 
duties as chairman of the Reorganiza
tion Subcommittee, I respectfully serve 
notice that I shall be watching to see 
what happens under the terms of the 
new legislation in respect to interagency 
coordination and stronger administra
tion, which the legislation requires. I 
am hopeful it will all work for the pub
lic good. 

SUCCESSFUL ORBITING BY COM
MANDER SCHffiRA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
know that every Member of the Senate 

is pleased and gratified by the great 
achievement of Comdr. Walter M. Schir
ra, who has just successfully completed 
six orbits in space, coming down at the 
exact predetermined spot, with every as
pect of the operation being, in the lan
guage of the astronauts, "AOK. Go." 
It was a splendid achievement. 

I desire to have the RECORD note the 
gratification, · the excitement, and the 
pleasure of all of us concerning this 
remarkable accomplishment of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration, Project Mercury, and all those 
associated with it, especially Comdr. 
Walter M. Schirra. We congratulate and 
hail him as another of America's out
standing men and great heroes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I add, on a pleasant note, 
that I have just been informed that our 
astronaut, Comdr. Walter Schirra, has 
been placed aboard the carrier, healthy, 
well, safe, and sound. As I understand, 
he will be there some 72 hours, for the 
necessary observations and briefings or 
debriefings with respect to his historic 
flight. 

YET GEE MOY <TSZE WOO LAI) AND 
MEE SEN MOY <SAU MING LAD 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, I 

ask the Presiding Officer to lay before 
the Senate the message from the House 
of Representatives on S. 3279. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
3279) for the relief of Yet Gee Moy <Tsze 
Woo Lai) and Mee Sen Moy <Sau Ming 
Lai) , which was, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That, in the administration of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act, Yet Gee Moy 
(Tsze Woo Lai) and Mee Sen Moy (Sau Ming 
Lai) may be classified as eligible orphans 
within the meaning of section lOl(b) (1) (F) 
of the said Act and a petition may be filed by 
Mr. and Mrs. Suey Lung Moy, citizens of the 
United States, in behalf of the said Yet Gee 
Moy (Tsze Woo Lai) and Mee Sen Moy (Sau 
Ming Lai) pursuant to section 205(b) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act subject to 
all the conditions in that section relating to 
eligible orphans. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives is technical in nature. I move that 
the Senate concur in the House amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The motion was agreed to. 

MRS. LEE MA CHIN-YING 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, I 

ask that the Presiding Officer lay before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on s. 3240. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (8. 
3240) for the relief of Mrs. Lee Ma Chin
Ying, which was, to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Attorney General is authorized 
and directed to cancel any outstanding orders 
and warrants of deportation, warrants of 

arrest, and bond, which may have issued in 
the case of Mrs. Lee Ma Chin-Ying. From 
and after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the said Mrs. Lee. Ma Chin-Ying shall 
not again be subject to deportation by reason 
of the same facts upon which such deporta
tion proceedings were commenced or any 
such warrants and orders have issued. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Madam President, 
this is a technical amendment, also. I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
by the Senator from Illinois. 

The motion was agreed to. 

DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL 
CULTURAL CENTER WEEK 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Madam President, I 
ask the Presiding Officer to lay before 
the Senate the message from the House 
of Representatives on Senate Joint Res
olution 214. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the joint resolu
tion <S.J. Res. 214) authorizing the 
President of the United States to desig
nate the period from November 26, 1962, 
through December 2, 1962, as National 
Cultural Center Week, which was to 
strike out the preamble in its entirety. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, 
this relates only to the designation of 
National Cultural Center Week. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The motion was agreed to. 

INCORPORATION OF AMERICAN 
SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA LEAGUE 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, I 

ask the Presiding Officer to lay before 
the Senate the message from the House 
of Representatives on S. 3338. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 3338) to incorporate the American 
Symphony Orchestra League, which was, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That the following persons-
Harold Gregory, Salt Lake City, Utah; 
Samuel R. Rosenbaum, Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania; 
Mrs. Harry Fagg, Beaumont, Texas; 
Frank E. Joseph, Shaker Heights, Ohio; 
John D. Wright, Phoenix, Maryland; 
Doctor George Szell, Cleveland, Ohio; 
Henry Denecke, Cedar ~apids, Iowa; 
Harry Levenson, Worcester, Massachusetts; 
Theodore C. Russell, Jackson, Mississippi; 
Stanley Williams, Milwaukee, Wisconsin; 
Oliver M. Clegg, Magnolia, Arkansas; 
R. Philip Hanes, Junior, Winston-Salem, 

North Carolina; 
Mrs. Ben Hale Golden, Lookout Mountain, 

Tennessee; 
Miles F. Portlock, Junior, Orkney Springs, 

Virginia; 
Mrs. B. H. Littlefield, Bradenton, Florida; 
Cecil W. Slocum, Omaha, Nebraska; 
Max Rudolph, Cincinnati, Ohio; 
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Mrs. Ward T. Langstroth, Billings, Mon-
tana; 

Elden Bayley, Springfield, Ohio; 
George Bara ti, Honolulu, Hawaii; 
Mrs. Albert C. Olsen, Buffalo, New York; 
John Edwards, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; 
Mrs. Mignonne P. Ladin, New York, New 

York; 
Leslie C. White, Doraville, Georgia; 
Mrs. Fitzgerald Parker, Nashville, Tennes

see; 
Doctor Peter Paul Fuchs, Baton Rouge, 

Louisiana; 
R. Wilton Billstein, Woodbury, New Jersey; 
Mrs. Elizabeth S. Greene, West Hartford, 

Connecticut; 
Gibson Morrissey, Roanoke, Virgini·a; 
Alfred C. Connable, Kalamazoo, Michigan; 
Mrs. Holmes Frederick, Greenville, South 

Carolina; 
William Steinberg, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl

vania; 
Virginia Wartman, Allentown, Pennsyl-

vania; 
Robert L. Conn, Springfield, Illinois; 
Paul 0. Grammer, Essex Fells, New Jersey; 
Henry Janiec, Spartanburg, South Caro-

lina; 
Charles B. Stacy, Charleston, West Vir

ginia; 
Doctor James Christian Pfohl, Charlotte, 

North Carolina; 
Frederick I . Moyer, Castle RG>Ck, Colorado; 
Thomas D. Perry, Junior, Hingham, Mas

sachusetts; 
Carlos Moseley, New York, New York; 
Mrs. G. Robert Herberger, Scottsdale, Ari-

zona; 
James P. Robertson, Wichita, Kansas; 
Myron Levite, Brooklyn, New York; 
Mrs. Leo R. Pflaum, Wayzata, Minnesota; 

and their successors, are hereby created and 
declared to be a body corporate by the name 
of American Symphony Orchestra League 
(hereinafter referred to as the corporation) 
and by such -name shall be known and have 
perpetual succession and the powers, limita
tions, and restrictions herein contained. 

COMPLETION OF ORGANIZATION 

SEC. 2. A majority of the persons named 
in the first section of this Act are authorized 
to complete the organization of the corpora
tion by th~ selection of officers and employees, 
the adoption of a constitution and bylaws 
not inconsistent with this Act, and the 
doing of such other acts as may be necessary 
for such purpose. 

PURPOSES OF THE CORPORATION 

SEC. 3. The purposes of the corporation 
shall be to-

(1) serve as a coordinating, research and 
educational agency and clearinghouse for 
symphony orchestras in order to help 
strengthen the work in their local communi
ties; 

(2) assist in the formation of new sym
phony orchestras; 

(3) through suitable means, encourage 
and recognize the work of America's musi
cians, conductors, and composers; and 

(4) aid the expansion of the musical and 
cultural life of the United States through 
suitable educational and service activities. 

CORPORATE POWERS 

SEC. 4. The corporation shall have power
(1) to have succession by its corporate 

name· · 
(2) 'to sue and be ·sued, complain and de

fend in any court of competent Jurisdiction; 
(3) to adopt, use, and alter a corporate 

seal; 
( 4) to choose such officers, managers, 

agents, and employees as the business of the 
corporation may require; 

( 5) to adopt, amend, and alter a constitu
tion and bylaws, not inconsistent with the 
laws of the United States or any State in 
which the corporation is to operate, for the 
management of its property and the regula
tion of its affairs; 

(6) to contract and be contracted with; 
(7) to take by lease, gift, purchase, grant, 

devise, or bequest from any private cor
poration, association, partnership, firm, or 
individual and t.o hold any property, real, 
personal, or mixed, necessary or convenient 
for attaining the objects and carrying into 
effect the purposes of the corporation, sub
ject, however, to applicable provisions of 
law of any State (A) governing the amount 
or kind of property which may be held by, 
or (B) otherwise limiting or controlling the 
ownership of property by, a corporation op
era ting in such State; 

(8) to transfer, convey, lease, sublease, 
encumber, and otherwise alienate real, per
sonal, or mixed property; and 

(9) to borrow money for the purposes o! 
the corporation, issue bonds therefor, and 
secure the same by mortgage, deed of trust, 
pledge, or otherwise, subject in every case 
to all applicable provisions of Federal and 
State laws. 

PRINCIPAL OFFICE: SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES; 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AGENT 

SEC. 5. (a) The principal office of the cor
poration shall be located in Charleston, West 
Virginia, or in such other place as may be 
later determined by the board of directors, 
but the activities of the corporation shall not 
be confined to that place, but may be con
ducted throughout the United States, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the ter
ritories and possessions of the United States. 

(b) The corporation shall have in the Dis
trict of Columbia at all times a designated 
agent authorized to accept service of process 
for the corporation; and notice to or service 
upon such agent, or mailed to the business 
address of such agent, shall be deemed notice 
to or service upon the corporation. 

MEMBERSHIP; VOTING RIGHTS 

SEC. 6. (a) Eligibility for membership in 
the corporation and the rights, privileges, and 
designation of classes of members shall, ez
cept as provided in this Act, be determined 
as the constitution and bylaws of the cor
poration may provide. 

(b) Each member of the corporation, other 
than honorary, sustaining or associate mem
bers, shall have the right to one vote on 
each matter submitted to a vote at all meet
ings of the members of the corporation. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS; COMPOSITION, 
RESPONSmILITIES 

SEC. 7. (a) Upon the e"nactment of this Act 
the membership of the initial board of di
rectors of the corporation shall consist of the 
following persons: 

R. Wilton Billstein, Woodbury, New Jersey; 
Igor Bukeoff, Fort Wayne, Indiana; 
Mrs. Ronald A. Dougan, Beloit, Wisconsin; 
Mrs. J. W. Graham, Sioux City, Iowa; 
Howard Harrington, Detroit, Michigan; 
William Herring, Winston-Salem, North 

Carolina; 
Harold Kendrick, New Haven, Connecticut; 
Robert Macintyre, Birmingham, Alabama; 
Thomas Perry, Junior, Boston, Massa-

chusetts; 
Mrs. H. W. Roberts, Dallas, Texas; 
Mrs. Jouett Shouse, Washington, District 

of Columbia; 
Alan Watrous, Dallas, Texas; 
John S. Edwards, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl-

vania; 
Mrs. Fred Lazarus III, Cincinnati, Ohio; 
Charles W. Bonner, Fresno, California; 
Alfred Connable, Kalamazoo, Michigan; 
Victor Feldbrill, Winnipeg, Manitoba, 

Canada; · 
Mrs. Gerald S. Greene, West Hartford, Con

necticut; 
Mrs. G. Robert Herberger, Scottsdale, 

Arizona; 
Thomas Iannaccone, Rochester, New York; 
Dr. Richard Lert, Hollywood, California; 
Mrs. Fitzgerald Parker, Nashville, Ten-

nessee; 
Mrs. Leo R. Pfiaum, Wayzata, Minnesota; 

Miss Helen Ryan, Orlando, Florida; 
George Szell, Cleveland, Ohio; 
Jackson Wiley, Springfield, Ohio; 
George Irwin, Quincy, Illinois; 
R.H. Wangerin, Louisville, Kentucky. 
(b) Thereafter the board of directors of 

the corporation shall consist of such number, 
shall be selected in such manner (including 
the filling of vacancies) , shall serve for such 
term as may be prescribed in the constitu
tion and bylaws of the corporation. 

( c) The board of directors shall be the 
governing board of the corporation and, dur
ing the intervals between the meetings of 
members, shall be responsible for the general 
policies and program of the corporation and 
for the control of all contributed funds as 
may be raised by the corporation. 

OFFICERS; ELECTION AND DUTIES OF OFFICERS 

SEC. 8. (a) The officers of the corporation 
sha!J. be a president, one or more vice presi
dents (as may be prescribed · in the con
stitution and bylaws of the corporation), a 
secretary, and a treasurer, and one or more 
assistant secretaries and assistant treasurers 
as may be provided in the constitution and 
bylaws. 

(b) The officers of the corporation shall be 
elected in such manner and for such terms 
and with such duties as may be prescribed 
in the constitution and bylaws of the cor
poration. 

USE OF INCOME; LOANS TO OFFICERS, DIREC
TORS, OR EMPLOYEES 

SEC. 9. (a) No part of the income or assets 
of the corporation shall insure to any of its 
members, directors, or officers as such, or be 
distributable to any of them during the life 
of the corporation or upon its dissolution or -
final liquidation. Nothing in this subsection, 
however, shall be construed to prevent the 
payment of compensation to officers of the 
corporation in amounts approved by the 
board of directors of the corporation. 

(b) The corporation shall not make loans 
to its officers, directors, or employees. Any 
director who votes for or assents to making 
of a loan or advance to an officer, director, or 
employee of the corporation, and any officer 
who participates in the making of such a 
loan or advance, shall be jointly and severally 
liable to the corporation for the amount of 
such loan until the repayment thereof. 

NONPOLITICAL NATURE OF CORPORATION 

SEC. 10. The corporation, and its officers 
and directors as such, shall not contribute 
to or otherwise support or assist any polit ica l 
party or candidate for public office. 

LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF OFFICERS AND AGENTS 

SEC. 11. The corporation shall be liable for 
the acts of its officers and agents when acting 
within the scope of their authority. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST ISSUANCE OF STOCK OR 
PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS 

SEC. 12. The corporation shall have no 
power to· issue any shares of stock or to de
clare or pay any diviqends. 

BOOKS AND RECORDS; INSPECTION 

SEC. 13. The corporation shall keep correct 
and complete books and reeords of account 
and shall keep minutes of the proceedings of 
its members, board of directors, and com
mittees having any authority under the board 
of directors; and it shall also keep at its prin
cipal office a record of the names and ad
dresses of its members entitled to vote. All 
books and records of the corporation may be 
inspected by any member entitled to vote, 
or his agent or attorney, for any proper pur
pose, at any reasonable time. 

AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS 

SEC. 14. (a) The accounts of the American 
Symphony Orchestra League shall be audited 
annually in accordance with generally ac
cepted auditing standards by independent 
certified public accounts or Independent li
censed public accountants, certified or Ii-
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censed by a regulatory authority of a State 
or other political subdivision of the United 
States. The audit shall be conducted at the 
place or places where the accounts of the 
corporation are normally kept. All books, 
accounts, financial records, reports, files, and 
all other papers, things, or property belong
ing to or in use by the corporation and neces
sary to facilitate the audit shall be made 
available to the person or persons conducting 
the audit; and full facilities for verifying 
transactions . with the balances or securities 
held by depositories, fiscal agents, and cus
todians shall be afforded to such person or 
persons. 

(b) A report of such audit shall be made 
by the corporation to the Congress not later 
than March 1 of each year. The report shall 
set forth the scope of the audit and shall 
include a verification by the person or per
sons conducting the audit of statements of 
(1) assets and liabilities, (2) capital and 
surplus or deficit, (3) surplus or deficit anal
ysis, (4) income and expense, and (5) sources 
and application of funds. Such report shall 
not be printed as a public document. 
USE OF ASSETS ON DISSOLUTION OR LIQUIDATION 

SEC. 15. Upon dissolution or final liquida
tion of the corporation, after discharge or 
satisfaction of all outstanding obligations 
and liabilities, the remaining assets, if any, 
of the corporation shall be distributed in 
accordance with the determination of the 
board of directors of the corporation and in 
compliance with the constitution an.d bylaws 
of the corporation and all Federal and State 
laws applicable thereto. 
EXCLUSIVE RIGHT TO NAME, EMBLEM, SEALS, 

A.ND BADGES 
SEC. 16. The corporation shall have the 

sole and exclusive right to the name "Amer
ican Symphony Orchestra League" and to 
have and to use in carrying out its purposes 
distinctive insignia, emblems and badges, 
descriptive or designating marks, and words 
or phrases a~ may be required in the further
ance of .its functions. No powers or priv
ileges hereby granted shall, however, inter
fere . or conflict with established or vested 
rights. 

TRANSFER OF ASSETS 
SEC. 17. The corporation may acquire the 

assets of the American Symphony Orchestra 
League, Incorporated, a corporation orga
nized under the laws of the States of Vir
ginia and Michigan, upon discharging or 
satisfactorily providing for the payment and 
discharge of all of the liability of such cor
poration and upon complying with all laws 
of the States of Virginia and Michigan ap
plicable thereto. 
RESERVATION OF RIGHT TO AMEND OR REPEAL 

CHARTER 
SEC. 18. The right to alter, amend, or re

peal this Act is expressly reserved. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, 
this bill deals with the incorporation of 
the American Symphony Orchestra 
League. I move that the Senate concur 
in the House amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. '!be 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The motion was agreed to. 

WORLD FOOD CONGRESS IN THE 
UNITED STATES IN 1963 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2226, S. 
3679. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

CVllI--1389 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill .(S. 
3679) authorizing an appropriation to 
enable the Uruted States to extend an 
invitation to the Food and Agricultural 
Organization of the United Nations to 
hold a World Food Congress in the 
United States in 1963. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER; The 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations with amend
ments on page 3, line 7, after the word 
"in", to strike out "Washington, District 
of Columbia" and insert "the United 
States"; at the beginning of line 13, to 
strike out "Washington" and insert "the 
United States"; and on page 4, line 2, 
after the word "in", to strike out ''Wash
ington, District of Columbia" and insert 
"the United States"; so as .to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, by the Senate and, House 
of Representatives of the United, States of 
America in Congress assembled, That there 
is authorized to be appropriated to the De
partment of State, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, a sum 
not to exceed $300,000 for the purpose of 
defraying the expenses incident to organiz
ing and holding the World Food Congress in 
the United States. FUnds appropriated pur
suant to this authorization shall be available 
for advance contribution or reimbursement 
to the Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations for certain costs incurred 
by the Organization in holding the World 
Food Congress in the United States and shall 
be available for e~penses incurred by the 
Department of State, on behalf of the United 
States as host government, including per
sonal services without regard to civil service 
and classification laws; employment of 
aliens; printing and binding, without regard 
to section 11 of the Act of March 1, 1919 ( 44 
U.S.C. 11); travel expenses; rent of quarters 
by contract or otherwise; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; and omcial functions and 
courtesies. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of State is authorized 
to accept and use contributions of funds, 
property, services, and facilities for the pur
pose of organizing and holding the World 
Food Congress in the United States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that a pertinent 
portion of the report on the bill (Rept. 
No. 2263) may be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

SUMMARY OF THE BILL 

S. 3679 was introduced in the Senate by Mr. 
FULBRIGHT, by request, and therewith re
ceived and referred to the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

The bill authorizes an appropriation of a 
sum not to exceed $300,000 for the purpose 
of defraying the expenses incident to orga
nizing and holding a World Food Congress in 
the United States from June 4 to June 18, 
1963. 

The funds authorized to be appropriated 
would be used for expenses incident to orga
nizing and holding the Congress in the United 
States and advance contribution or reim
bursement to the Food and Agriculture Or
ganization for certain costs incurred by the 
Organization in holding the Congress here. 

BACKGROUND 
Resolution No. 13-59 of the 10th session of 

the Food and Agriculture Organization. Con-

ference authorized the Director General o! 
the Food and Agriculture Organization, as 
part of the freedom-from-hunger campaign 
of the Organization, to make preparations for 
a World Food Congress in 1963. This will 
coincide with the 20tll anniversary of the Hot 
Springs Conference, which led to the creation 
of the Food and Agriculture Organization. 

The World Food Congress will focus atten
tion on current and future problems in nutri
tion as well as food supply and distribution 
and will recommend international measures 
for combating hunger and malnutrition. It 
will undertake to assess current and future 
food and nutritional needs for the world as 
a whole and for specific regions and recom
mend measures of international cooperation 
for the purpose of meeting these needs. 

The United States has shared its abun
dance of food and its agricultural knowledge 
with the less developed areas of the world 
through its food-for-peace program under 
Public Law 480, through technical assistance 
programs, and through support of the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations. The FAO currently operates in 
more than 50 countries and is this year 
spending approximately $35 million on tech
nical assistance and agricultural research 
and development. · 

The FAO holds a biennial conference, gen
erally in Rome. As a result of consultations 
in 1961 between the Department of State and 
the Director General and Board of Governors 
of the FAO, it was agreed that, subject to 
appropriate authorization by Congress, the 
FAO would hold its regular meeting in the 
United States in 1963 and combine it with a 
World Food Congress. 

The F AO Conference in 1959 unanimously 
adopted a resolution authorizing an inter
national freedom-from..;hunger campaign ex
tending from 1960 to 1965 and authorizing 
the Director General of the Food and Ag
riculture Organization to make preparations 
for a World Food Congress in 1963, when 
the freedom-from-hunger campaign will be 
at its halfway point. In October 1960 the 
United Nations General Assembly unani
mously adopted a resolution calling upon all 
members o! the United Nations and its spe
cialized agencies to support the freedom -
from-hunger campaign in every practicable 
way. 

It is anticipated that some 1,200 individ
uals .from approximately 100 countries will 
attend the World Food Congress. It is ex
pected that about 400 of the participants 
will be from the United States and about 
400 from the underdeveloped countries. 

COMMITTEE ACTION 
The committee received testimony on the 

bill on October 1 from the Honorable Har
lan Cleveland, Assistant Secretary of State 
for International Organization Affairs, and 
from C. R. Eskildsen, Acting Administra
tor, Foreign Agricultural Service, Depart
ment of Agriculture. The hearing is printed 
as an appendix to this report. 

Meeting thereafter in executive session, 
the committee.adopted, the following amend
ment offered by Mr. HUMPHREY: 

Wherever they appear, strike out the words 
"Washington, District of Columbia" and in
sert in · lieu thereof the words "the United 
States". 

It was understood by the committee that 
for reasons of economy and availability of 
conference facilities it would probably prove 
most practical and desirable for the World 
Food Congress to be held in Washington, 
D.C., but that, should the Secre~ry of State 
find it feasible to do so, he should be at 
liberty to designate another place for the 
Congress to be held. 

The committee unanimously reported the 
bill, as amended, favorably to the Senate. 

CONCLUSION 
The Committee on Foreign Relations be

lieves that the meeting of a World Food 
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Congress in the United States in 1963 is de
sirable and appropriate because of the estab
lished policy of the United States of sharing 
its abundance of food and agricultural 
knowledge with the less-developed countries 
of the world. Both the · food-for-peace pro
gram of the United States and the free
dom-from-hunger campaign of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization make important 
contributions to the alleviation of hunger 
and malnutrition. The convening of a World 
Food Congress in the United States will con
tribute to the realization of this objective 
by allowing agricultural leaders from the 
developing countries to become more closely 
acquaint.ed with the highly productive tech
niques of American agriculture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The amendments were ordered to be 

engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (S. 3679) was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The preamble was amended, so as to 
read: 

Whereas the President, in giving his full 
endorsement and support of the United 
States Government's food-for-peace program 
and for the freedom-from-hunger campaign 
of the Food anc Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations, recognized the necessity 
for emphasizing the willingness of the 
United States Government to share its food 
abundance and agricultural knowledge; and 

Whereas the Food and Agriculture Organi
zation of the United Nations pursuant to a 
resolution of the tenth FAO Conference au
thorized the Director-General to make prep
aration for a World Food Congress in 1963 
to mark the midpoint of the five-year world
wide freedom-from-hunger campaign and 
the twentieth anniversary of the Hot Springs 
Conference, which resulted in the establish
ment of the FAO; and 

Whereas the freedom-from-hunger cam
paign in the United States is sponsored by 
the American Freedom From Hunger Foun
dation, Incorporated, and by the American 
Food for Peace Council through its Freedom
From-Hunger Committee; and 

Whereas the United States food-for-peace 
program and the FAO's freedom-from
hunger campaign are both directed toward 
the promotion of international cooperation 
and gOOd will through the alleviation of 
hunger and malnutrition; and 

Whereas the Congress w111 bring together 
a wide cross section of participants in these 
activities, review the progress of the cam
paign, focus attention on current and future 
problems involved in providing adequate 
food to meet the needs of the world's rapidly 
expanding population, and consider and 
recommend measures and policies necessary 
for this purpose; and 

Whereas it is particularly fitting that the 
United States of America should cooperate 
with the FAO to convene a World Food Con
gress to further the programs of both the 
food-for-peace program and the freedom
from-hunger campaign; and 

Whereas the United States of America as 
the inviting government is expected to pro
vide the conference facilities and to pay cer
tain expenses not borne by the FAO: There
fore 

LT. COL. GUSTAVE M. MINTON, JR. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 

I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of calendar No. 2227, S. 
3124. 

· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
3124) for the relief of Lt. Col. Gustave 
M. Minton, Jr., U.S. Air Force. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That Gustave M. Minton, Junior, lieuten
ant colonel, United States Air Force 
(A0915777), is relieved of all liability for re
payment to the United States of the sum of 
$2,822.85, representing the amount of over
payments of basic pay received by him for 
the period from August 22, 1952, through 
December 31, 1961, while he was serving as a 
member of the ·united States Air Force, such 
overpayments having been made as a result 
of administrative error. 

SEC. 2. The Comptroller General of the 
United States, or his designee, shall relieve 
disbursing officers, including special dis
bursing agents of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force from accountab111ty or responsibility 
for any payments described in section 1 of 
this Act, and shall allow credits in .the set
tlement of the accounts of those officers or 
agents for payments which are found to be 
free from fraud and collusion. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap
propriated, to the said Gustave M. Minton, 
Junior, the sum of any amounts received or 
withheld from him on account of the over
payments referred to in section 1 of this Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was. agreed to. 
The bill (S. 3124) was ordered to be 

engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
so that Senators may know the plans for 
tomorrow, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business 
tonight it stand in adjournment until 
10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Is it the understanding 

that,S. 3313 will be considered this eve
nin ? 

r. HUMPHREY. Yes. ·We will come 
to t in just a moment. 

EDERAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
FUND 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 2223, H.R. 
11899. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
11899) to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to provide for a Federal tele
communications fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
<H.R. 11899) which was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

GENERAL FUND OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 1775, S. 
3313. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill cs. 3313) 
to authorize an increase in the borrow
ing authority for the general fund of the 
District of Columbia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion by 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to cons~der the bill. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MORSE obtained the :floor. 

. Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
will the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WIL
LIAMS]? I have been holding the Sena
tor off for quite a while. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Oregon yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

ANOTHER VICTORY OVER SPACE 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. 

Madam President, I am grateful to the 
distinguished Senators from Minnesota 
and Oregon. 

A few moments ago the distinguished 
majority whip in his discussion ap
plauded the successful orbiting of the 
globe on a 6-orbit flight by Walter Schir
ra, Jr. While he was speaking we were 
all deeply pleased to learn that this brave 
man had been brought to the deck of 
the carrier. 

Madam President, we are most pleased 
to receive the word that Astronaut Wal
ter Schirra, Jr., has safely arrived on 
board a vessel in the Pacific after his 
successful mission through space. I am 
sure that the entire Nation and friends 
throughout the world rejoice at this 
news. Another step has been taken for
ward in man's exploration of space. An
other pioneer has joined those who have 
broadened· man's experience and man's 
knowledge. 

Although this is a victory for all man
kind, we in New Jersey have special rea-
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son for great personal satisfaction. Com
mander Walter SchilTa was born· in 
Hackensack, N.J. He grew up just a 
few miles away in Oradell, a plea8ant 
suburban town only a few miles away 
from the George Washington Bridge. 
His teachers at Englewood High School 
remember him with aft'ection. His in
structors and professors at Newark Col
lege of Engineering have good reason to· 
be proud of the student they turned out. 
We are looking forward to a great cele
bration in New Jersey to greet this hero; 
we plan to express our admiration and 
aft'ection directly to the modest, capable 
man who orbited our globe today. 

I think that today's mission once 
again has called the attention of the 
world to the hopes that we in this Na
tion have for peaceful exploration and 
ultimate conquest of space. We know 
that mankind can learn much if we 
work in the open and permit the world 
to understand our progress and our prob
lems. Today's triumph is all the great
er because it was done in the full glare 
of public attention. A democracy has 
once again proven that it has faith in 
itself and in the men who have volun
teered to explore the pathways that lead 
to the moon and beyond. 

(At this point Mr. BARLTETT assumed 
the chair as Presiding Officer.) 

REPLY TO READER'S DIGEST 
ARTICLE ON URBAN RENEWAL 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, the Reader's Digest, in its 
October issue, . has just reprinted an 
article from a publication called The 
Freeman sharply attacking the urban 
renewal program. 

Mr. President, I must say that I 
thought the kind of thinking reflected 
in this article had gone out with Adam 
Smith. But apparently not, and there
fore, I would like to take a few moments 
to comment .on some of the irresponsible 
criticisms that have been made here. 

Perhaps the antiquity of this "period 
piece" can best be illustrated by the 
opening paragraph: 

A new kind of socialistic innovation called 
urban renewal is now threatening to lull 
local governments and civic-minded citizens 
into embracing economic fallacy. 

Where can the author have been for 
the last 13 years since the enactment of 
this new socialistic innovation in 1949, 
whose leading sponsor was, incidentally, 
the highly respected Republican Senator 
of Ohio, Mr. Robert Taft? 

The charge that this program is social
istic is one of the most amusing ironies 
I have seen in some time. The fact is 
that the urban renewal program repre-· 
sents one of the most brilliant reconcilia-· 
tions between the· public interest and the 
interests of private enterprise. 

The dilemma that led to the urban re-· 
newal program was very simple. The 
public interest demanded an eft'ort to 
eliminate the misery of our slums, the 
deterioration and. decay of our cities; 
The public interest demanded that 
something be done to make our cities
where most of the people of our society 

now live-a livable, healthy, and attrac
tive environment. Since it was mani
festly impossible for profit-motivated 
private enterprise to do the job un
aided, we were faced with the choice of 
letting the deterioration eat away our 
cities or taking public action to rebuild 
our cities as fit places for human habi
tation and enterprise. 

Since the choice was clear, we could 
have taken the road of "socialism" by 
having the Federal Government replace 
private enterprise in the .rebuilding of 
our cities. But we did not. Instead we 
chose the course of aiding private enter
prise, of making it financially possible 
for private enterprise to do the job, and 
we did it basically by reducing the cost 
of land to the po.int where it would be
come economically feasible for private 
enterprise to serve the public interest 
and still make a reasonable profit. 

Mr. President, I shall ask unanimous 
consent that a list of just some of the 
major private firms and associations par
ticipating in and endorsing the urban 
renewal program be included in the REC
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, the article, after drop
ping the charge of "socialism" without 
further explanation, then wanders oft' 
into charges that the urban renewal 
somehow disturbs the laws of the mar
ketplace. The answer to that is, of 
course it does. That, to some extent, is 
what it was meant to do. 

Just as the building of a federally 
aided highway, or a federally aided air
port, or the location of a defense in
stallation disturbs the marketplace by 
stimulating certain kinds of related eco
nomic activity where they are located, 
so will urban renewal. 

This does not mean, however, that the 
laws of the marketplace are thereby 
suspended. No one is forced to live in 
housing in an urban renewal area if they 
prefer to live "farther out." No one is 
forced to patronize the commercial ac
tivities stimulated by urban renewal. 

And most important, no one is un
fairly taxed to subsidize the competition, 
so to speak, as the author implies when 
he states that "among those forced to 
contribute via the tax route-to bail out 
the skidding downtown businesses-are 
the very suburban merchants who are 
gaining first place in the consumer's 
heart." 

Aside from the fact that the down
town businesses contribute via taxes to· 
the building of highways that make it 
possible for the suburban merchant to 
exist, it should be apparent by now that 
the fate of the central city and the sub
urb are inseparably linked, and that 
anyone who attempts to fan the flames 
of conflict between them is doing a pro
found disservice to the city, the suburb 
and the Nation. · · 

Among the other accusations made by 
the article is the charge that urban re
newal is a program carried out by "polit
ical planners~' at the Federal level who go 
about seizing private properties. To 
point out the obvious, the Congress, rep
resenting the people of the United States, 
authorized the program and established 

how it is administered. And it is a local 
program in every sense of the word. An 
urban renewal project is locally con
ceived, locally planned, and locally 
administered. Procedures have been 
carefully developed to guarantee public 
review of project plans and to pay fair 
value for properties and relocation costs 
of families and businesses. Properties 
are never seized. Obviously any program 
can be improved, and the author of the 
article would have performed a much 
more useful service had he suggested 
constructive improvements, rather than 
leveling unsubstantiated charges. 

Finally the article calls the program 
wasteful of public funds, yet it has been 
the almost universal experience of our 
cities that through urban renewal they 
have increased their tax revenue and de
creased welfare costs in the project 
areas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a portion of the November-De
cember 1961 Urban Renewal Notes, pub
lished by URA and listing examples of 
actual returns on urban renewal invest
ment in various cities, be included in the 
RECORD at this point, together with the 
article from the Reader's Digest, which 
I have been discussing, along with the 
list previously referred to. 

There being no objection, the list, ex
cerpt, and the article were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

LIST OF PRIVATE FIRMS SUPFORTING URBAN 
RENEWAL 

Travelers Insurance Cos. 
Phonelx Mutual Life Insurance Co. 
Hartford National Bank. 
Connecticut Bank & Trust Co. 
Public Service Electric & Gas Co., Newark, 

N.J. 
John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Co. 
Cabot, Cabot & Forbes, Boston, Mass. 
Bessemer Securities Corp. 
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce. 
Turner Construction Co., New York, N.Y. 
Reynolds Aluminum. 
Prudential Insurance Co. of America. 
Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Co. 
Raymoud Rebsamen, Little Rock, Ark. 
Alumimum Co. of America (Alcoa) Pit ts-

burgh, Pa. 
Woodward & Lothrop Department Store, 

Washington, D.C. 
Julius .Gar:finckel & Co. Department Store, 

Washington, D.C. 
The Hecht Co. Department Store, Wash-

ington, D.C. 
Portland Cement Association, Chicago, Ill. 
Southern New Engand Telephone Co. 
Allegheny Conference on Community De-

velopment, Pittsubrgh, Pa. 
Draper & Kramer, Inc., Chicago, DI. 
James W. Rouse & Co. 
Sears, Roebuck & Co. 
J.C. Penney & Co. 
Crown Zellerbach Corp. 
National Gypsum Co. 
Republic Steel Oorp. 
Time, Inc. 
Safeway Stores, Inc. 
Macy's Department Store. 
Allied St ores Corp. 
Sheraton Corp. of America. 
Hotel Corp. of America. 
Hilton Hotels, Inc. 
New York Life Insurance Co. 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. 
Henry J. Kaiser Co. 
General Electric Co. 
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Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co. (A&P.) 
Holiday Inns. 
Marriott Motor Hotels. 

[From Urban Renewal Notes, November
DecemJ?er 1961] 

URBAN RENEWAL PAYS DIVIDENDS 

Urban renewal produces very tangible dol
lars-and-cents benefits to local communities. 
New structures in renewal areas ordinarily 
result in a substantial increase in tax rev
enues to the city. At the same time the value 
of properties adjacent to the former slum 
tends to increase as the blighting infiuence 
is removed, and investment in rehabilita
tion and in new buildings begins to take 
place. 

Equally important, slums have typically 
required a very high level of fire, health, 
police, and welfare services, compared with 
better neighborhoods. With the elimination 
of slums, the cost of providing these services 
ordinarily goes down very sharply. . 

There are also less direct benefits. For 
example, urban renewal will enhance the 
economic base of the entire community as a 
result of construction activity, new business 
coming into formerly deteriorated areas, and 
the consequent increase in employment and 
payrolls. 

Many reports have been received from com
munities containing evidence of these bene
fits. A few instances are: 

Hartford, Conn. (1960 population 162,-
178): New privately financed construction 
generated by urban renewal in the city, prin
cipally in the Constitution Plaza project, is 
over $25 mlllion. Construction has started 
on the $7.5 million home omce building of a 
large insurance company; steel has begun to 
arrive for a $6.5 million bank structure; an
other bank costing $5.5 million had been 
started earlier; a $2.8 million broadcasting 
building and two parking garages totaling 
$3.5 million are also underway, along with 
over $200,000 in site improvements. 

Little Rock, Ark. (1960 population 
107,813): The 80-acre livestock show project 
area was badly blighted, but local omcials 
felt it could respond to rehabilitation and 
spot clearance; 153 buildings out of 321 
were retained, and new streets, playgrounds, 
and drainage were provided. New homes in 
the $9,000 to $22,000 range were built, and 
total private spending for new housing and 
rehabilitation was about $1 million. The 
total real estate assessment is now 6¥2 times 
the figure before work was started in 1958, 
even though one-fifth of the land was 
switched from private residential to public 
use. 

Cambridge, Mass. ( 1960 population 
107,716): Initial construction will begin 
shortly on a $20 million research and devel
opment center known as Technology Square. 
The center will occupy a 14-acre tract ad
jacent to Massachusetts Institute of Tech
nology, formerly occupied by an industrial 
plant employing 1,000 people. The new fa
cilities will ultimately employ about 3,000 
people. 

Norfolk, Va. (1960 population 305,872): 
Local authorities estimate that this city's 
three redevelopment projects will mean mil
lions of extra dollars for wages, building ma
terials, utilities, and professional services. 
Norfolk's economy is getting a long-term lift 
from private, Federal, State, and municipal 
expenditures that will total more than $182 
million. Private investment includes new 
stores, office buildings, industrial plants, 
apartment houses, a new hotel, and other 
structures; public expenditures include a 
civic center and public housing. The private 
and public investment ls as follows: 

Federal grants----------------- $25, 962, 575 Localshare ____________________ 12,324,747 
Public projects________________ 71, 715, 000 Housing _______________________ 25,000,000 
Private investment ____________ 47,620,000 

Before redevelopment, the 165-acre down
town project had 947 buildings; only 14 of 
these had been erected after 1925 and 85 
percent were blighted. Two-thirds of the 
residential structures violated the building 
code; the tuberculosis rate was 6 times the 
citywide average; police calls were 5 times 
more frequent; venereal disease was more 
than 20 times as common. If taxes had 
been paid on every property-and they rarely 
were-revenue would have been $165,650 a 
year. Taxes from the privately owned build
ings in the redeveloped area are expected 
to be $375,000 annually. Norfolk's urban re
newal activity has had another unexpected 
and pleasant effect. Urban renewal has 
slashed fire losses· by eliminating thousands 
of potential confiagration hazards. Fire in
surance rates have come down, saving the 
city's property owners at least a half million 
dollars. 

The largest bond issue ever offered in the 
South-and one of the ten largest of its 
types in the country-was sold recently by 
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Ferry Com
mission. This was a $200 million issue to 
finance the construction of a new bridge 
and tunnel complex across Chesapeake Bay 
from Norfolk to the eastern shore of Vir
ginia. Underwriters placed great emphasis 
on the urban renewal activity underway in 
Norfolk in advertising the bonds to the in
vesting public. 

Calexico, Calif. (1960 population 7,992): 
In June this cl ty became the first in the 
State to omcially complete an urban re
newal project. The 21-acre project area 
contained 68 dwellings, 65 too deteriorated 
that they needed to be demolished. Now 72 
new privately built single-family residences 
and 10 duplexes have been erected. Before 
the project was undertaken, the project area 
paid $4,400 in taxes to the city, county, and 
school district. At the present time the same 
area is contributing approximately $16,400 
in taxes. 

Philadelphia, Pa. (1960 population 2,002,-
512): Since the old Broad Street Station and 
its "Chinese wall" were demolished in 1952 
$150 million has been invested in the city's 
central area, including the Penn Center de
velopment, which has been widely acclaimed 
for its striking architecture and which was 
accomplished without Federal participation. 
The city has benefited financially as well as 
esthetically. The tax yield from this area 
is now $1.5 million annually compared with 
$400,000 before the improvements began. 

Nashville, Tenn. (1960 population 162,178): 
Nashville's Capitol Hill project has received 
national attention for what it has done to 
the appearance of the city and the ap
proaches to the State Capitol. The 36.7-
acre project area yielded $47,188 annually to 
the city and county before redevelopment. 
Even with 8.2 acres now tax-exempt, and 16.1 
still unsold, the tax return will be $236,487. 
After all the land in the project has been 
sold, the estimated yield will be $455,000, if 
no additional land is sold for tax-exempt 
purposes. Another interesting byproduct is 
reported by Nashville. Thirty-five businesses 
were displaced from the project area and 
have relocated in other parts of the city. 
Some have built modern buildings to re
place their previous antiquated and de
teriorated structures. The total assessed 
valuation of the new quarters occupied by 
the displaced business is $1 million higher 
than before displacement. 

East Orange, N.J. (1960 population 77,259): 
The local cost at the downtown project will 
be $966,000. The increased tax reveune wlll 
be nearly $200,000 more than is presently 
received. Within 5 or 6 years the city's in
vestment will be amortized. 

Fargo, N. Dak. (1960 population 46,662): 
In the 28-acre Fourth Street project, new 
construction will total t6.9 million includ
ing four new privately financed buildings; 
a public library, and a city hall and audi
torium building. 

Birmingham, Ala. ( 1960 population 340,-
887): The 59-acre medical center project area 
was .declared to be one of the this city's 
worst slums before clearance. Within the 
area is a new complex of medical and related 
buildings, with construction of $8,355,918 
already partially or fully completed. On 
the drawing boards are an additional $6 
million of structures. The University of 
Alabama, the sponsor at the medical center 
development, has received over $1 million in 
gifts from individuals and local foundations 
without solicitations. 

Erie, Pa. (1960 population 138,440): Ninety 
percent of the 26 disposable acres in the 
Peach-Sassafras urban renewal project area 
have been sold. On this tract, formerly oc
cupied by 431 dwellings--383 of them sub
standard-7 new privately financed build
ings are underway; 2 wholesale fruit and 
produce structures totaling $400,000; a res
taurant and motel, representing a $1.5 mil
lion investment; and a shopping center, 
costing $2.25 million. Two proposed develop
ments on the remaining land are soon to 
start--a $1 million structure containing 
bowling lanes and related fac111ties. 

Buffalo, N.Y. (1960 population 532,759): A 
brochure entitled "Waterfront--Buftalo's Op
portunity," has recently been issued by the 
Greater Buffalo Development Foundation. 
It calls Buffalo's downtown waterfront to
day, for the most part, a wasted asset and a 
neglected strip of land at the western fringe 
of the city's business center-a remnant of 
a historic era that was dominated by the 
Erie Canal. Says the report, "These vacant 
lands, outmoded docking facilities, and de
teriorating buildings have become a public 
eyesore and an economic waste. At the same 
time, this strip of land at the city's doorstep 
presents the greatest opportunity for regen
eration that Buffalo has ever known. Here 
is a jewel waiting to be cut and polished and 
set in the crown of a reviving metropolis. 
Here the people of Buffalo can create the 
basis of a new and more prosperous down
town, a symbol of renewed pride in our city, 
a legacy for coming generations whose fu
ture depends upon the kind of city we trans
mit to them." 

The waterfront area is to become part of 
the waterfront-crossroads renewal project, 
which will have a variety of high-type land 
uses. New private construction is estimated 
to be between $150 and $200 million. 
The increase in property values is expected 
to bring the city $2 million in new taxes an
nually. The new apartment towers and 
town houses will provide living quarters for 
approximately 15,000 persons in a lakefront 
setting of natural beauty. New commer
cial and public uses will be developed along 
the downtown fringe, where a new $5 mil
lion State Ofilce Building will be built. 
Other apartments, a marina, an amphithe
ater. and recreational facilities are planned. 

This is what Buffalo's waterfront--tar
nished by obsolescence and decay-will be
come, regenerating the city's whole down
town. 

THE FALLACY OF URBAN RENEWAL 

(By John C. Sparks) 
A new kind of socialistic innovation called 

"urban renewal" is now threatening to lull 
local governments and civic-minded citizens 
into embracing economic fallacy. 

Urban renewal is the redesign and rebuild-. 
ing of a city or a section of a city by its 
planners, aided With ideas and finances from 
Washington. It is not necessarily slum 
clearance, although parts of the planning 
program may include removal of some 
"blighted" residential areas. The Federal 
laws on urban renewal, enable a city gov
ernment to seize, via the right of eminent 
domain, private homes and business prop
erties for the purpose of fulfilling the public 
good as determined by the political plan
ners. In general, the condition of the prop-
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erty does not determine whether or not it 
can be razed. Perfectly good buildings may 
be condemned and removed if the property 
does not fit into the scheme of the planners. 

After the land is cleared, it is sold to 
private developers or public agencies who 
agree to use it according to the specifica
tions of the master plan. The Federal Gov
ernment picks up from two-thirds to three
fourths of the difference between the cost 
of buying and clearing the properties and 
the receipts f~om their sale; the local com
munity pays the balance. This expense rep
resents the bulk of the wasteful cost of the 
Federal urban renewal program.1 

Like other Federal grants-in-aid schemes, 
this one undermines self-reliance, encour
ages financial bankruptcy, opens communi
ties to Federal control, and accomplishes 
these undesirable results through bribery 
of the citizen with his own money. The Fed
eral urban-renewal device has a further 
claim to infamy: its supporters ignore com
pletely the natural law of economics-the 
selectivity of the marketplace. 

Each person selects certain things in pref
erence to other things-including where to 
live, where to work, where to attend church, 
where to shop. At one time most families 
chose to live in the city if the breadwinner 
worked there. In recent years, however, city 
dwellers have been rapidly emigrating to 
the suburbs and countryside. 

This choice to live outside the city has 
many economic effects on the lives and busi
nesses of those left behind in the city. 
Downtown stores are no longer visited by 
as many customers, now that attractive mod
ern shopping centers with free parking are 
easily accessible to the suburbanite. Con
sumers are coldly logical in their selection of 
wt.ere to shop, and the entrepreneur who 
meets their wants wins the day. 

This does not mean that the downtown 
merchant must surrender without a strug
gle. He may adjust to the new demands 
made by the public. But when he supports 
the planners' attempts to bring back a down
town commercial area by artificial aid 
rather than natural selection, the results 
may prove quite costly. 

Those who seek Federal urban-renewal 
aid undoubtedly recognize that voluntary 
private investment in an uneconomic situa
tion will not be readily forthcoming. They 
are willing, however, to take advantage of 
improper, but legal, means to force tax
payers to bail out the skidding downtown 
businesses. And among those forced to 
contribute via the tax route are the very 
suburban merchants who are gaining first 
place in the consumer's heart. Further
more, the consumer himself, having elected 
to patronize the suburban merchant, must 
also contribute via taxes to help subsidize 
the downtown merchant. 

It is tempting to downtown owners to pro
claim noble objectives to justify their re
quest for Federal aid. They wish to pre
serve the so-called core of the city. They 
hope to increase tax values of the main 
business section and surrounding area as 
promised by the planners . Little or no 
mention is made of the fact that the chief 
objective in the minds of the downtown 
owners and merchants is a subsidy by funds 
taken from others. 

When buggy whips were on the decline 
as the automobile industry began to grow, 
the innovation of pearl handles on buggy 
whips (even if subsidized by government) 
would have done nothing to rescue the in
dustry from the choices being registered in 
the marketplace. Neither will subsidized 
rejuvenation of downtown commercial and 
business property change the choice of the 

1 In New Haven, Conn., the proposed re
newal program will ultimately cost $150 
million, with the State and local govern
ments contributing their share of $23,100,000. 

consumer. Nor will apartments, townhouses 
and other residential buildings constructed 
on land formerly occupied by slums or 
dilapidated apartments change the minds 
of those who prefer to live "farther out." 
Experience has already shown that many 
of the investors in new apartments erected 
on urban-renewal land regret the day they 
ignored the decision of the marketplace. 

In a series of articles for the Cleveland 
Plain Dealer, Eugene Segal reported on resi
dential apartments built there in 1957 and 
since under the Federal urban renewal pro
gram: "The occupancy rate is too low for 
the projects to pay their own way. Most 
of them are delinquent in mortgage or tax 
payments. The owners are losing money. 
The projects have nothing that will persuade 
investors to build more." 

If wrong decisions are made by investors 
with their own funds and property, no gen
eral harm is done. But when civil leaders 
and city officials combine to encourage waste 
of the funds of others through the Federal 
urban renewal program, harm is heaped 
upon all, including the subsidized merchants 
and the real-estate developers. 

"The market," says Ludwig von Mises in 
Human Action, "makes people rich or poor, 
determines who shall run the big plants 
and who shall scrub the floors, fixes how 
many people shall work in the copper mines 
and how many in the symphony orchestras. 
None of these decisions are made once and 
for all; they are revocable every day." Com
munities that ignore the verdict of the free 
marketplace, and attempt to repeal the in
dividual decisions and judgment of con
sumers and investors, are bound to reap ill 
results. No benefits will derive from.l'lmbrac
ing the fallacy of political urban renewal. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 12580) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
the Judiciary, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and 
for other purposes; agreed to the con
ference asked by the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and that Mr. ROONEY, Mr. SIKES, 
Mr. CANNON, Mr. Bow, and Mr. TABER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 7283) to amend the War Claims 
Act of 1948, as amended, to provide com
pensation for certain World War II 
losses. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature 
to the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution: 

H.R. 1616. An act for relief of Rickert and 
Laan, Inc:; 

H.R. 4094. An act to amend the act of July 
15, 1955, relating to the conservation of an
thracite. coal resources; 

H.R. 8113. An act to amend the act of Au
gust 9, 1955, for the purpose of including 
the Southern Ute Ind-tan Reservation among 
reservations excepted from the 25-year lease 
limitation; 

H.R. 8983. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to participate in financ
ing the construction of a bridge at Cape 
Hatteras National Seashore, in the State of 
North Carolina, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 9747. An act to amend section 514 
(1) of the Soldiers' and Sailors' Civil Relief 
Act of 1940, as amended; 

H.R. 10613. An act to eliminate the re
quirements for certain detailed estimates in 
the annual budgets; 

H.R. 10652. An act to amend the Admin
istrative Expenses Act of 1946 to provide a 
more reasonable allowance for transporta
tion of house trailers or mobile dwellings 
by certain governmental officers and em
ployees upon their transfer from one official 
station to another; 

H.R.11049. An act to amend the Min- · 
eral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920; 

H.R. 11378. An act to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 so as to permit donations of surplus 
personal property to schools for the men
tally retarded, schools for the physically 
handicapped, radio and television stations li
censed by the Federal Communications Com
mission as educational radio or educational 
television stations, and public libraries; 

H .R. 11543. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to convey certain lands 
adjacent to the Suitland Parkway in Prince 
Georges County, Md., to Suitland Lodge No. 
1856, Loyal Order of Moose; 

H.R. 11551. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to convey certain lands 
in the State of Maryland to the Holy Cross 
Lutheran Church, Greenbelt, Md., and for 
other purposes; 

H.R. 11590. An act to provide for the dis
position of judgment funds of the Cherokee 
Nation or Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; 

H.R. 11793. An act to provide criminal 
penalties for trafficking phonograph records 
bearing forged or counterfeit labels; 

H.R. 12164. An act to provide for the es
tablishment of the Fort Saint Marks Na
tional Historic Site; 

H .R. 12688. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to encourage and assist 
the several States in carrying on a program 
of forestry research, and for other purposes; 

H .R. 13044. An act to amend the Home 
Owners' Loan Act of 1933 and the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act; and 

H.J. Res. 659. Joint resolution granting 
consent of the Congress to a compact en
tered into between the State of Maryland 
and the Commonwealth of Virginia for the 
creation of the Potomac River Compact of 
1958. 

BORROWING AUTHORITY OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3313) to authorize an in
crease in the borrowing authority for the 
general fund of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, so 
that the Senators may be advised, is the 
pending question the bill relating to the 
general fund of the District of Columbia? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending bill is S. 3313, to authorize an 
increase in the borrowing authority for 
the general fund of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Sen
ator from Oregon has an amendment to 
offer. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Senate. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That subsection (b) of the first section of 
the Act entitled "An Act to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia to 
borrow funds for capital improvement pro
grams and to amend provisions of law relat
ing to Federal Government participation in 
meeting costs of maintaining the Nation's 
Capital City", approved June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 
183), is amended by striking out "$75,000,-
000" and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "$230,000,000, of which $120,000,000 shall 
be available for educational purposes only". 

SEC. 2. Subsections (d), (e), and (f) of 
the first section of the Act of June 6, 1958, 
are amended to read as follows: 

" ( d) Loans made under this section (other 
than loans made for educational purposes) 
during any six-month period (beginning 
with the six-month period ending December 
31, 1958) shall be at a rate of interest deter
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury as 
of the beginning of such period which, in his 
judgment, would reflect the cost of money to 
the Treasury for borrowings at a maturity 
approximately equal to one-half of the pe
riod of time the loan is outstanding. Loans 
made under this section for educational pur
poses shall be made without interest. 

"(e) Any loan advanced pursuant to this 
section shall be repaid to the Secretary of 
the Treasury in substantially equal pay
ments, including interest (in those cases 
where interest is charged), within a period of 
thirty years beginning on July 1 of the sec
ond fiscal year following the date on which 
each such advance is credited to the general 
fund. 

"(f) No loans shall be advanced pursuant 
to this section after June 30, 1972." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. SMITH], in 
charge of the bill, wishes to make an 
explanatory statement with regard to 
the bill. I yield to him now. When he 
concludes, I shall explain my amend
ment, which has been read. 

Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, the enactment of s. 3313 
would authorize the District of Colum
bia to increase the limit of borrowing for 
the general fund from $75 to $150 mil
lion, the purpose of which is to finance 
very much-needed capital construction 
projects. 

In order to provide adequate public 
services in the District of Columbia, 
many school and institutional projects, 
Police and Fire Department facilities, 
estimated to cost $142 million, are ur
gently needed. Obviously a program of 
this magnitude cannot be met within the 
time required from increased general 
revenue sources and increased Federal 
payment. Therefore, the additional loan 
authority as provided in this bill must 
be obtained to provide a large portion 
of the financing required. The addi
tional $75 million borrowing authority 
would be included as a part of the $142 
million. 

The amount of these requirements is 
determined by very careful public works 
planning by which the needs of the city 
are systematically analyzed. The Com
missioners each year review the pro
posed public works and revise the plan 
to reflect the most essential requirements 
for the next 6 years. If these critically 

needed facilities are to be provided, it 
is necessary that the borrowing authority 
for the District of Columbia be increased 
by $75 million. 

The present loan authorization, and 
incidentally the first for the general 
fund, was established by the act of June 
6, 1958 <Public Law 85-451). With this 
initial loan authority of $75 million, plus 
general revenues, much progress has been 
made in meeting a great many essential 
capital projects on a year-to-year basis. 

Of prime concern to the Commission
ers for the District of Columbia in capi
tal outlay projects is the continuing 
need for more elementary and junior 
high school capacities occasioned by 
constantly increasing enrollments. 

Significant accomplishments have 
been made in constructing new school 
facilities since fiscal year 1959. It should 
be noted that a total of 13 elementary 
schools and junior high schools in the 
District have been authorized for con
struction. Also, authorization has been 
granted for additions to 22 other District 
schools. When these authorized con
struction projects are completed, there 
will be increased capacity in the District 
schools for 18,295 pupils. 

The Commissioners' continuing public 
works plan-1964 to 1968-in large part 
to be :financed through the $75 million 
borrowing authority requested in this 
bill, wm. include three new elementary 
schools, two replacement elementary 
schools, and seven additions to elemen
tary schools. In connection with junior 
high schools, the plan proposes three new 
schools, two replacements, and two addi
tions to junior high schools. These 
projects will increase the capacities in 
elementary schools by 8,692 and by 4,316 
in the junior high schools. 

Other essential projects in the pro
jected $142 million plan for the 1964-68 
time period includes three branch li
braries, one police precinct replacement, 
one new :firehouse and one replacement, 
two new recreation centers, one new 
health center in the Northeast, heating 
plant replacement at the workhouse, two 
additional dormitories at the reforma
tory, three new cottages at Junior Vil
lage--replacement---new heating plant 
at Junior Village, continuation of the 
street lighting program, continuation of 
the stormwater-sewer construction pro
gram, and construction of the West Ad
ministration Building. 

The cost of this continuing program 
through fiscal year 1968 approximates 
$142 million. The Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia have informed the 
committee that the increased general 
revenues anticipated as a result of the 
enactment of Public Law 87-408, which 
raised the sales tax and other taxes in 
the District of Columbia, will amount to 
$11.9 million in 1964. However, this in
crease in revenues will be applied to the 
general fund, and henceforth it will be 
necessary to utilize all of it to offset oper
ating costs. None of it will be available 
to finance capital outlay projects. The 
Commissioners maintain that efforts to 
keep pace with the continuing public 
works needs of the Nation's Capital will 
be seriously, if not wholly curtailed un
less additional resources are found. The 

additional loan authorization proposed 
herein, together with an increased Fed
eral payment, and increased general rev
enues must provide these resources. 

None of the $75 million loan authority 
that is requested will be used for con
struction of highways and water and 
sanitary sewage facilities, as these par
ticular projects are financed through 
other funds. 

Mr. President, I have tried to stress 
the importance and vital need for this 
legislation, and I would respectfully hope 
and urge that my colleagues join with 
me in passing this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon. 
· Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my 
amendment proposes to increase the bor
rowing authority for the District of Co
lumbia by $155 million. The District 
Commissioners have requested an addi
tional $75 million. My amendment 
would provide that $120 million of the 
$155 million increase in borrowing au
thority shall be available for school pur
poses only, and that the $120 million bor
rowed from the U.S. Treasury for school 
purposes be interest free. 

I wish to make in the next few min
utes the following case in support of my 
amendment. 

Mr. President, any community that is 
conscious of its own needs and of its re
sponsibilities to its children must pro
vide its children with an environment 
conducive to the development of sound 
physical and mental health and a sense 
of social well-being. The District of 
Columbia does not have such an at
mosphere and the people of the District 
are paying a high price for this condi
tion. 

We cannot expect to herd people Into 
noisome, crowded slums or even into 
segregated middle-class areas, which be
come prisons from which the occupants 
cannot escape, regardless of their wishes 
or their economic resources. We cannot 
force them to endure poverty by refus
ing to allow them to hold positions that 
pay well, regardless of their mental en
dowments and other qualifications. We 
cannot interpose, between admittedly 
hungry children and relief, stringent 
conditions that have nothing to do with 
need. We cannot adopt, as a primary 
standard of measurement in appropriat
ing funds, the element of cost to tax
payers with only incidental concern for 
the conditions requiring alleviation. We 
cannot provide second-class education in 
obsolete and obsolescent buildings, occu
pied beyond their limits in both space 
and facilities; in classes so large that 
the teacher becomes a custodian; on 
part-time schedules of instruction; with 
insufficient special education services to 
remove from regular classes children who 
are either educationally or culturally re
tarded; and with little opportunity to 
give adequate attention to any of the 
special needs of the culturally different 
central-city child such as language diffi
culties, malnutrition, illness, emotional 
insecurity, economic want, or domestic 
disturbances; and still expect to produce 
first-class law-abiding citizens. We can
not under such circumstances, be sur-



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 22065 
prised when we encounter rebelliousness 
expressed in violent ways. 

Members of Congress criticize.the high 
rate of vi9lence in the District of .Co
lumbia but more often than not vote 
against legislative measures which would 
help alleviate many of the underlying 
festering problems causing crime. 

One of the basic elements of any com
munity, including the District of Colum
bia, is its school system. Citizens must 
be made to realize that a concern for 
their own best interests and a sense of 
their responsibility to their children 
requires that every child be provided 
with full-time instruction in adequate 
schools; in classes capable of being prop
erly taught by qualified teachers; and 
furnished with supplementary services 
that, in this day and age, are considered 
essential to a sound education, to the 
end that each may achieve this maxi
mum potential as a productive citizen 
and contribute to the strength, security, 
and ·capadty for leadership which must 
be the destiny of this Nation. 

The District of Columbia Board of 
Education, Dr. Carl Hansen, Superin
tendent of Schools, and other school au
thorities in the District of Columbia are 
aware of the need to achieve this objec
tive. However, they have not been able 
to even approach this objective. In fact, 
in some instances, they have had diffi
culty in even making a beginning toward 
the accomplishment of this task. 

As a member of the Senate District 
of Columbia Committee and the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Education 
of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee, I become pretty sick and 
tired of Members of Congress, the Dis
trict Commissioners, the District Budget 
Office, the District of Columbia General 
Administration Office, and others, talk
ing to me only about the dollars and 
cents involved in establishing a sound 
public school system in the District of 
Columbia. I say this because these so
called economizers on education are 
false economizers. They are doing a 
great disservice to present and future 
generations of District of Columbia boys 
and girls and through them to this city 
and this Republic. 

I have never known of Dr. Hansen and 
other school authorities in the District 
of Columbia to propose a program of 
frills or waste. They have proposed a 
sound program for schoolchildren in 
the District of Columbia that will pre
vent the wasting of brainpower, which 
means wasting of dollars and cents, as 
well as the wasting of a lot of cultural 
and human values. 

In my discussion this afternoon I in
tend to identify some of the crippling in
adequacies in plant and personal serv
ices in the District of Columbia public 
schools and the no less than desperate 
budgetary requests aimed at a program 
of correction, earnestly offered by school 
authorities year after year for the con
sideration of the District Commissioners 
and the Congress. 

Even a casual survey of the rudimen
tary facts about the public schools of the 
District of . Columbia during the school 
year just completed shows how far they 
fall short of the prerequisites I just enu
merated. It is a shocking fact that we 

are in a very serious school crisis in the 
District of Columbia, .the Nation's-Capi
tal. 

Mr. President, there were 1,969 pupils 
on part-time instruction in the elemen
tary schools this past school year. There 
were 797 children excluded from kinder
garten classes whose names were placed 
on the waiting lists of 36 schools for lack 
of teachers. There is no way of knowing 
how many children were turned down 
when they were offered for registration 
without being enrolled on waiting lists 
or how many were not presented be
cause available space was already ex
hausted. It is not known to what extent 
children, otherwise eligible for admis
sion to kindergarten, are not applicants 
for enrollment because their parents fail 
to understand the importance of kin
dergarten experience in the subsequent 
education of their children. 

During the past school year there were 
4,918 children in 18 elementary school 
buildings that, in 1948 to 1949, were 
judged to be so unsatisfactory that they 
were recommended for replacement, but 
have still continued in use without any 
appreciable change. . 

Note this date, Mr. President-1948 to 
1949. That was 14 years ago-14 years 
ago these 18 elementary school buildings 
in the District of Columbia, now housing 
4,918 little boys and girls, were declared 
unsatisfactory. Congress has sat on its 
haunches, to use the politest term I can 
think of, and has done little to seek to 
protect the vital interests of the youth 
of the District of Columbia. Neverthe
less, politicians stand on the floor of 
Congress and attack the District of Co
lumbia because of its shocking crime 
rate. What do they expect? Congress 
deserves just what it is getting out of 
the social problems it permits to con
tinue to exist in the District of Colum
bia. I propose in the speech this eve
ning to place the responsibility on the 
shoulders of the District of Columbia 
government and the Congress. 

I am not one who is going to cover up 
or alibi for the dereliction of its duty by 
Congress. I am not going to cover up 
and alibi for the dereliction of the public 
and civic responsibilities on the part of 
certain selfish economic interests in the 
District of Columbia who are perfectly 
willing, in the name of false economy, 
to let this shocking school condition con
tinue to exist. 

We hear a great deal from a great 
many politicians about what we ought to 
do for the schoolchildren of America. I 
say, "Pay no attention to whatever any 
politician says unless he squares what he 
says with his votes in Congress." 

Politicians in Congress cannot square 
their votes on the District of Columbia's 
needs with all their professions about 
what ought to be done to help solve the 
crime and other problems in the District 
of Columbia. In my judgment we are 
not going to solve our problems on any 
permanent basis until we do something 
about improving education in the schools 
of the District of Columbia, until we do 
something about providing personnel 
and facilities needed to meet the great 
social problems that confront us. 

Let us be frank about it. The popu
lation of the District of Columbia is more 

than half Negro. It is a -Negro popula
tion that is discriminated against to a 
shocking degree in regard to its economic 
rights. .It is out of i;uch suppression that 
crime springs. It is in such failure to 
provide adequate educational services 
for the District of Columbia that crime 
is nurtured. 

Until Congress is willing to appropriate 
the funds, or at least enact legislation 
for the borrowing of funds to meet this 
critical educational need in the Disrtict 
of Columbia, we will not to any great 
degree check the problems that disturb 
many of us in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. President, not only are 4,918 chil
dren attending 18 elementary schools 
that were declared unsafe as far back as 
1948-49, but there were also 19,103 more 
children in 33 structures that were rec
ommended for major improvements in 
1948 to 1949, which have not had any 
substantial attention in the intervening 
years. What this means is that 28.8 per
cent of all the elementary school pupils 
in the District of Columbia . school sys
tem were in substandard buildings. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert at 
this point in my remarks a table show
ing the comparative ages of school build
ings in the District. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Comparative ages of school buildings 1 

Less than 10 years old, 1953-62_________ 26 
10 to 19 years old, 1943-52_____________ 26 
20 to 29 years old, 1933-42_____________ 18 
30 to 39 years old, 1923-32______________ 38 
40 to 49 years old, 1913-22_____________ 8 
50 to 59 years old, 1903-12______________ 27 
60 to 69 years old, 1893-1902____________ 23 
70 to 79 years old, 1883-92______________ 27 
80 to 89 years old, 1873--82_____________ :i 2 
90 to 99 years old, 1863-72______________ s 4 

1 The term "school buildings" means sepa
rate structures. 

2 Peabody Elementary School, 1879. 
Grant Elementary School, 1882. 

3 Stevens Elementary School, 1868. 
Franklin Administration Building, 1869. 
Seaton Elementary School, 1871. 
Sumner Elementary School, 1871. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the table 
shows that four of these buildings were 
built in the period from 1863 to 1872. 
They are 90 to 99 years old. Some or 
all of them are potential :firetraps. It 
is only because of the grace and mercy 
of God that there has not been a catas
trophe in one of the elementary schools 
in the District of Columbia. 

Senators know that several years ago 
I warned the Senate on this subject, 
following an investigation that my sub
committee of the District of Columbia 
Committee conducted in regard to some 
of the sordid conditions in the District, 
including a condition in which we found 
many scores of little boys and girls liv
ing out of garbage cans, their sole source 
of food being what they got in the :filthy 
alleys of the District by scavenging food. 

In the course of that investigation, 
my subcommittee pointed out that the 
Hines School was such a serious poten
tial :firetrap that it ought to be closed 
immediately. We did not succeed in 
having it closed. The record shows that 
a brief time thereafter, a :fire broke out 
in the Hines School. If it had not been 
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for the teachers and the wonderful dis
cipline that had been developed in fire 
drills, that fire might have turned into 
a horrible human catastrophe. The 
damage was partially repaired. The 
building should have been torn down, 
but the Hines School continues to exist 
and is still a firetrap. 

I shall have something to say about 
alternatives with regard to saving money 
in respect to other District of Columbia 
expenditures that can be postponed, in
cluding many items in the committee's 
report for which it is proposed to spend 
$75 million. It is much more important 
that there be a postponement of the ex
penditure for those items than to post
pone the expenditure for the educational 
facilities in support of which I raise my 
voice and plead this evening. 

There were 60,575 pupils last year in 
77 elementary school buildings that were 
occupied in excess of their designated 
capacities-16,799 in 19 plants that were 
overpopulated by at least 25 percent. 

How in the world can we expect teach
ing to be done in a school which has at 
least 25 percent overpopulation from the 
standpoint of its physical capacity? 
That is why I said earlier in this speech 
that many of our teachers are not act
ing as teachers, but as custodians. In 
a very real sense the school buildings 
are becoming merely places for extended 
care during school hours, but not for 
educational purposes. Shall we provide 
facilities where children can be taught, 
or shall we merely keep the children 
in custody during the years of compul
sory education, and then turn them out 
uneducated, with serious behavior prob
lems, and then listen to politicians rise 
on the :floors of both Houses of Con
gress and deplore juvenile delinquency 
in the District of Columbia? such 
speeches, for the most part, must be 
characterized as pure hypocrisy, unless 
they are delivered by men and women 
in Congress who voted in support of what 
they say. 

The statistics I have just cited show 
that 72.5 percent of all elementary 
school children in the public school sys
tem were in structures that were over
populated to some degree--20.1 percent 
of them by 25 percent or more. 

I am informed that last year there 
were 47,121 pupils in classes, grades 1 
through 6, that exceeded the Board of 
Education standard of 30 pupils per 
teacher. Thus, it is easy to see that 70 
percent of all pupils in grades 1 through 
6 were in classes of more than 30. 

On the elementary school level, of 
2,545 teachers assigned to classes in 
specific schools last year, 928 or 36.5 
percent were of temporary status. One 
reason for this inordinately high per
centage is the existing salary schedule 
which makes it impossible for the pub
lic school system to compete with sub
urban systems or the Federal Civil Serv
ice for prospective teachers. Another 
reason why it is dimcult to get teachers 
in the District of Columbia is poor teach
ing facilities and poor teaching aids. If 
we are to attract good teachers into the 
District they must be given more ade
quate salaries, better teaching facilities, 
and the necessary tools with which to 
teach. 

Mr. President, it is commonly accepted, 
I believe, in large cities such as Washing
ton having a considerable number of edu
cationally, culturally, and mentally 
retarded pupils, that counselors are 
necessary at all school levels. It is gen
erally recognized and regarded that the 
sooner these defects are identified, and 
nutritional, health, and psychological 
problems are discovered and dealt with, 
the better the chance of developing the 
child into a normal, productive citizen. 
To accomplish this end, it is generally 
considered desirable that counselors, 
qualified to recognize the factors that im
pede a child's educational capacity, be 
assigned to elementary schools. I am 
sure that the Senate will be surprised to 
learn that there were, during the 1961-62 
school year, only eight counselors in all 
of the District elementary schools. In 
my judgment, there should be a mini
mum of 125 in the elementary schools, 
and probably a strong case could be made 
for more. 

A great school superintendent in the 
District of Columbia is pleading for this 
kind of assistance, but he is met with 
parsimony on the part of Congress and 
the District Commissioners. The argu
ment is that we cannot indulge in that 
kind of investment. My answer is that 
we cannot afford not to do so. Yet a 
people who have no self-governing rights, 
who are denied first-class citizenship, are 
at the mercy of Congress, which owes 
them no political obligation. We really 
cannot be considered to be their political 
representatives, so they get inaction, 
postponement, and a sweeping under
the-rug attitude toward many of their 
problems. 

Just as in the case of counselors, pro
fessional opinion generally considers that 
a library is an essential unit of an ele
mentary school without which it is diffi
cult, if not impossible, to fully develop 
reading habits, vocabulary and effective 
understanding. There are no librarians 
in the District of Columbia elementary 
schools paid from funds appropriated by 
Congress. In the District of Columbia, 
experts advise me that there should be 
at least 1 librarian for each admin
istrative unit of 500 or more pupils. 
Thus, by using simple arithmetic, 45 li
brarians were needed during the 1962 
fiscal year. The District of Columbia 
Board of Education asked Congress for 
two librarians for fiscal year 1963, but 
the item was deleted by the House of 
Representatives. I am pleased to learn 
that the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee provided the money deleted by the 
House to pay for two librarians. 

The committee report states that 
three branch libraries will be built, if the 
committee recommendations are adopt
ed. I should like to have those three 
branch libraries provided. But libraries 
in the school system are much more im
portant. Adults can go to other libraries. 
Adults have at least been taught to read, 
and an interest in books has been 
aroused in them. But we are dealing with 
little boys and girls. It is impoi:tant that 
we instill in them a love for books. 
When they are attending a school in 
which there is not even a library, to say 
nothing of a librarian, we ought to be 

ashamed of ourselves, for that is not the 
way to build an enlightened America. 

Worthy as the three branch libraries 
are, I should much pref er that the money 
be spent first to build and develop li
braries in the school system, for, after 
all, adults in the District of Columbia 
can move around and can reach the ex
isting libraries; but all of us know that 
little children in the elementary schools 
will not do that. 

So I stress the importance of the li
brary program as an essential part of the 
District of Columbia educational pro
gram. When I plead for $120 million for 
educational purposes, by way of loaning 
authority, I am thinking in part about 
the library needs of the District of Co
lumbia schools. 

Mr. President, the attention of the 
Senate should also be called to the fact 
that there are no assistant principals in 
the elementary schools, no matter how 
many children are enrolled in such 
schools. School experts consider it nec
essary to have an assistant principal in 
any elementary school administrative 
unit of 1,000 or more pupils. At that 
rate, 18 assistant principals should have 
been assigned to elementary schools in 
the District of Columbia system during 
the 1961-62 school year. I am informed 
that the Board of Education did not re
quest any assistance in this area. I think 
it is unfortunate that it did not make 
such a request. My guess is that after 
having had its requests on some of its 
other proposals tu=ned down so many 
times, the Board was reluctant to ven
ture a request in this area. Yet, Mr. 
President, this program exists in the out
standing school programs in this coun
try, in cities comparable in size to Wash
ington, D.C. If it is proper there, what 
is wrong with providing it in the Nation's 
Capital? 

Just as in the case of assistant prin
cipals, with respect to administrative 
work, the burden of clerical work in a 
school with over 1,000 pupils is too much 
for a single clerk. Because of the serious 
school budget situation, I am informed 
that the current practice has had to be 
to assign one clerk to each elementary 
school principal. In my judgment, Mr. 
President, a request for 18 or 20 addi
tional clerks would be an extremely mod
est one. The Board of Education has 
repeatedly sought funds for additional 
clerical help, but without success. 

In the junior high schools, 22,926 pu
pils were taught by 860 teachers, al
though they needed a minimum 952 
teachers, according to the Board of Edu
cation standard for adequate instruc
tion. This shortage of 92 teachers was 
entirely in the academic subjects, where 
the classes in science ranged from an 
average of 31.5 pupils, in one school, to 
an average of 40.5 pupils, in another. 
Throughout the public schools the 
classes are large, In the last school year, 
in mathematics, averages ranged from 
31.3 to 39.9 pupils; in English, from 30.8 
to 37.7; in the social studies, from 33.1 
to 37.1 and in the foreign languages, 
from 25.1 to 40.4 pupils. 

In the senior high schools, with an en
rollment of 12,905, there were 52C teach
ers, instead of the 535 which the school 
authorities contended they needed. As 
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in the junior high schools, the academic 
shortage was reflected in the .range of 
the average class sizes, by schools. In 
science classes, the averages ranged 
from 26.3 to 34.8 pupils; in mathematics, 
24.4 to 34.5; in English, 24.5 to 31.6; in · 
social studies, 29.1 to 32.6; and in lan
guages, 25.7 to 32.9. 

The oversize classes at both junior and 
senior high school levels make it almost 
certain that not all pupils wishing to 
take a specific subject can be served, 
because of the lack of class accommoda
tion. A class of 25 average and above 
average learners is considered by pro
fessional standards to be the maximum 
size for efficient teaching and effective 
learning. 

Of vital importance to the motivation 
of a youth and to the selection and pro
vision of an educational career suited to 
his interests and aptitudes, is the provi
sion of adequate guidance service. In 
terms of well-established minimum ra
tios, the counseling service provided in 
the secondary schools is strikingly in
adequate. This must relate to his full 
development as an informed and pro
ductive citizen actively promoting the 
health of the community and the Nation, 
through his share of contributions to 
community well-being and the gross na
tional product. 

As we all know, Mr. President, one 
of the basic obstacles to learning on the 
part of students is a reading handicap. 
During the 1960-61 school year, a re
port on special education and related 
services indicated a need for 37 remedial 
reading specialists. I was shocked to 
learn recently that during the 1961-62 
school year, there was a waiting list, 
in the reading clinic, of 293 children who 
were not reached; and principals 
stopped referring children, since it was 
obvious that they could not be given any 
attention. This is a very shocking sit
uation to be permitted to continue to 
exist in any school system. 

Speech correction problems also re
·quire much more · attention than they 
have received so far. I am informed 
that during the school year recently 
completed, 4,505 children were serviced, 
of whom 1,444 were corrected. At the 
end of the school year, there were 3,635 
children on the so-called waiting list. 
These children would have required the 
services of at least 70 speech therapists. 
There were only 30. 

I am advised that local school authori
ties have particularly acute difficulties 
in respect to teaching positions. In the 
1963 budget estimates approved by the 
Board of Education in July, 1961, the 
Superintendent of Schools requested 159 
teachers for regular grades 1 through 6, 
kindergarten, basic and social adjust
ment and sight-conservation classes. 

These were considered necessary in 
order to meet the estimated increase in 
enrollment during fiscal year 1963, to 
bring the pupil-teacher ratio in regular 
classes down to the Board of Education 
standard of 30 to 1, a.Ild to allow children 
needing such instruction to be assigned 
to special education classes. For the 
junior high schools, 141 positions were 
sought; and for the senior high schools, 
salaries were requested for 24 teachers. 

The District Commissioners reduced the 
requests to .135 elementary school 
teachers, approved 141 junior high school 
teachers, and reduced to 21 the number 
of senior high school teachers. The 
House of Representatives reduced these 
further to 90 in the elementary schools, 
89 in the junior high schools, and 14 in 
the senior high schools. The Senate Ap
propriations Committee was requested 
by school officials to restore 95 of the 104 
positions deleted by the House of Repre
sentatives. I am informed that the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee provided 
enough money to hire 41 additional 
teachers. This is a modest step in the 
right direction. 

In the field of capital outlay, the Board 
of Education requested authorizations 
for construction totaling $18,388,110. 
The District Commissioners approved 
expenditures of $7,951,000 for this ac
tivity. The House of Representatives 
allowed the items approved by the Dis
trict Commissioners and added some 
funds for the Hine Junior High School 
replacement. Anyone who has ever in
spected the Hine Junior High School 
knows what a potential firetrap it is, as 
I have already pointed out earlier in this 
speech. District of Columbia authorities 
have perennially been plagued with space 
shortages. Backlogs that developed 
during the depression of the 1930's were 
augmented by the shortages of critical 
materials during World War II and the 
Korean conflict. The pay-as-you-go 
policy imposed upon the District of Co
lumbia aggravated the situation. Now 
school authorities and the Board of Edu
cation are faced with the herculean task 
of trying to catch up with these deficien
cies and to cope with the needs of a 
school population that has been growing 
steadily for 13 years. 

So, merely meeting the new demands 
of a rapidly growing school population
which probably will continue its current 
upward trend well into the decade of the 
1970's-will not solve all the problems 
of the Distlict of Columbia public 
schools. Duling the 1948-49 school year, 
the Strayer survey discovered that a very 
considerable number of buildings re
quired major improvements, and that 
others were so far below any reasonable 
standards, that the only economical 
remedy was replacement. In 1970-71, if 
the school autholities were allowed to 
borrow $120 million, as my amend
ment would permit them to do, to give 
effect to their present building plans, 
there will still be in use-22 years after 
the Strayer survey recommendations-
25 buildings proposed for major im
provements and 15 specified for re
placement that have not undergone any 
major change, unless it be further deteri-
oration. · 

From the following, 'it is perfectly 
clear that ·my amendment of $120 mil
lion earmarked for school purposes is a 
very modest one and should have the 
support of the District Commissioners. 
Even my amendment would not meet the 
Board of Education's school housing 
needs projected to 1970....:71. 

In 1961-62, the senior high schools 
housed 14,584 pupils and had surplus 
space for 2,500: If the loan I am seeking 

is secured and a new senior high school 
constructed, it is estimated that by 
1970-71 the school system will have a 
space shortage of 1,000. The following 
year, despite completion of two addi
tions the space deficit will rise to ap
proximately 1,500. At the junior high 

·school level, the school population in 
1961-62 was 26,715-5,206 more than the 
total capacity available. By 1970-71, 
10 new schools, 5 additions, 2 re
placements, and a conversion are ex
pected to reduce the enrollment that 
exceeds capacity by about one-half. 
However, there will still remain a need 
for more than 2,500 additional pupil 
facilities. 

In the elementary schools, the popula
tion pressure will be more severe. In 
1961 to 1962, there were 6,058 more pupils 
than proper quarters. In 1970 to 1971, 
if the plan for 17 new structures, the re
placement of 8 plants, the construction 
of 16 additions, and the conversion of 1 
vocational high school-with a combined 
capacity of 26,600-is consummated in 
its entirety-and at this point I would 
like to point out to the Senate that this 
phenomenon has never happened be
fore-the net space shortage will amount 
to about 9,500 pupil stations. To put it 
another way, it will be about half again 
as large as the 1961-62 space deficit. 

This inventory which I am giving to 
the Senate does not exhaust the list of 
capital outlay deficiencies. In 1948 to 
1949, Dr. George D. Strayer surveyed 
the Teachers College of the District of 
Columbia and recommended that it be 
replaced. This has not yet been accom
plished, in spite of the fact that in, 1958, 
the District of Columbia Teachers Col
lege accreditation was threatened, large
ly because of the inadequacy of its phys
ical plant. The problem presented by 
the teachers college is not solely one of 
physical facilities, however. Equally im
portant are the educational services it 
could render the community if it were 
permitted to do so. 

In the first place, it could help to meet 
the local demand for teachers if it were 
given a modern plant and increased ca
pacity. Its curriculum could be ex
panded and broadened to embrace a 4-
year liberal arts course, plus a year of 
professional work. I can see no rea
son why this should not be done. 

Secondly, a junior college could be 
added if current facilities were supple
mented. In the past few years, I have 
consistently favored the establishment 
of a junior college in the District of 
Columbia. This would make possible 
vocational programs at the post-high
school level for the training of techni
cians in various fields; provide an oppor
tunity for further education in the 
liberal arts or public affairs; and, indeed, 
open up the road to continuing educa
tion to the many young citizens of the 
Nation's Capital to their advantage, and 
to the social and economic health of the 
city antj. the Nation. 

Mr. President, we are on the threshold 
of one of the most dramatic movements 
that has occurred in American higher 
education. As we debate the question 
this afternoon, and as I make my plea 
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for support of a junior college in the Dis
trict of Columbia, I point out that Sena
tors will find almost unanimity of opin
ion among the educators in this country, 
particularly those engaged in the train
ing of teachers, that 10 years from now 
more students will be attending junior 
and community colleges in America than 
will be attending all of the so-called 
standard universities combined, which 
include State universities and colleges, 
and private universities and colleges. 

There are many reasons for that, but 
automation is a major one. 

What are we going to do with the 
young people of this country in 10 years, 
with the great shrinkage in job oppor
tunities in the so-called unskilled and 
semiskilled areas of employment? Jobs 
are not going to be available, and we had 
better see to it that these tens of thou
sands of young people get an adequate 
education, or we will have social, crime, 
welfare, and economic problems that will 
make the present serious condition look 
like no problem at all. 

So we procrastinate. We talk about 
economy. Polit icians squeeze the eagle 
on the American coin, until it seeks to 
really fly away, with their specious, false 
economy arguments of: "You cannot af
ford adequate educational facilities." 
Mr. President, we cannot afford not to 
have them. We cannot afford not to see 
to it that the money is appropriated for 
the establishment of a junior college in 
the District of Columbia-a junior col
lege that will provide facilities for train
ing the new teachers that the District of 
Columbia sorely needs; a junior college 
that will provide for the vocational pro
grams I have just mentioned. 

The social, political, and economic 
fabric of this Republic cannot withstand 
the damage that will be caused by the 
tens of thousands of school dropouts if 
we do not take the necessary preventive 
measures now to see to it that such a 
situation does not ar ise. 

When the senior Senator from Oregon 
is pleading for this kind of educational 
support for the District of Columbia, he 
is pleading for a sound economic action, 
and not for the false economic action 
represented by the action of a majority 
of the Senate District Committee. 

I do not intend to adopt the argument 
of expedien cy, that this is supposedly all 
we can get. We do not know what we 
can get until we t ry. 

We do not know whether we can get 
what we ought to have until the House 
acts upon the measure and we take it to 
conference. 

But I do not propose to sell the House 
short. I do not propose to take the posi
tion that we cannot have this bill passed 
by the House. I propose to ask the Sen
ate to answer the question on its merits. 
Is the Morse amendment sound? 

Mr. President, many Senators tell me 
it is sound, but that they do not think 
there is any chance to have it adopted 
by the House. My answer is: "We will 
not know until we try." 

I am satisfied that the evidence I am 
putting into the RECORD this evening 

leaves no room for doubt as to whether 
it is sound, because the evidence makes 
perfectly clear the crying need for the 
expenditures. The $120 million I ask 
for the years immediately ahead must be 
spent in order to provide a minimum 

. adequate school system for the District 
of Columbia. 

If that premise is sound, the amend
ment ought to be adopted by the Senate, 
and we ought to let the RECORD prove 
which body it is that is seeking to cheat 
the boys and girls and young men and 
women in the District of Columbia out of 
the educational opportunity which the 
best interests of this Republic demand 
they should receive. 

In the third place, the foundation for 
a municipal liber al arts school would be 
established. In view of the limited eco
nomic resources of our current popula
tion, it would help to develop a core of 
academically skilled young people who 
could fill the growing number of posi
tions available in the Federal and Dis
trict civil service and lift the average 
income of the community to a point 
where it could support the reasonable 
demands of a modern municipality. 

Lastly, a new college building would 
provide the physical plant for a grad
uate school at which our teachers could 
qualify for positions in the secondary 
schools. 

I have emphasized only .the major re
quirements in capital investment and 
funds for operation to give the Nation's 
Capital a school system of which we · 
can all be proud. Anyone who has fol
lowed the activities of the Board of Edu
cation must realize that never in its 
recent history has it been able to meet 
its needs or fulfill its responsibility to 
the community. This is because it has 
never been furnished the resources of 
facilities and services required to run a 
first-class school system. It is just as 
apparent that current fiscal provisions 
for school operations are utterly insuf
ficient. And it cannot be denied that 
without a wholesale change in the 
policies that govern the actions of the 
Congress and the District Commis
sioners, the facilities and services fur
nished-to say nothing of the oppor
tunities made available to the children 

of the communit y-will be far short of 
the needs. No city in our country can 
afford the resulting waste in our brain
power, which is our most valuable re
source, by permitting a school crisis to 
continue to exist such as we are doing 
in the District of Columbia . 

The District Commissioners and Con
gress must do a better job in ·providing 
the wherewithall to run a first-rate 
school program as far as providing the 
facilit ies and opportunities for an edu
cation are concerned. Congress and 
the District Commissioners must come 
to grips with the problem of financing 
the local school system now, as it can
not continue to exist without serious re
percussions. 

I do not buy the argument advanced 
by the District Building and by some of 
my colleagues in the Senate when they 
say: "We cannot afford a first-rate 
school system in the District of Colum
bia." My answer to them is that we 
cannot afford not to give support to the 
kind of educational improvement pro
gram I have just outlined for the District 
of Columbia. We have got to stop the 
waste of potential brainpower of our 
students. 

I am opposed to continuing a 
congressional program that, in my judg
ment, is characterized by both parsi
mony and just neglect and thoughtless
ness. 

We have to win the battle for freedom 
in the decades immediately ahead. In 
order to do this, it will have to be done 
with the manufacturing of brainpower 
missiles and not nuclear missiles. In my 
judgment, we are badly in need of put
ting the educational needs of our com
munity and Nation in perspective. 

There is no doubt, Mr. President, that 
a serious school crisis exists in the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table entitled "School Needs, 
1963: Needs on the Basis of Schools in 
Operation, October 19, 1961," may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR
DICK in the chair). Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

F ACT SHEET ON SCHOOL NEEDS, 1963 

Needs on the basis of schools in operation Oct. 19, 1961, for improved services in fl cal yem· 
1963 1 

Board of Education ratios 
! 

Counselors: E lementary schools______ __ ______________ ____ 750 to !_ ____________________________ _ 
Junior h igh schools ___ ______ _________________ 400 to!_ ___ _______ ___________ __ _____ _ 

i~~li~~~r £~\0~~l1<><>1s= = === = = = = = = ~ =: = = = = =: =: = ==: =~~=====: :::::::: ::: : : :: : : : ::: : :: : 
T otaL _____ --- __ ------- _ - ------ - --- ------- - - ----- --------- ---- ---- ------- ___ _ ----

Assistant principals: 
E lementary schools (for schools over 1,000) __ ------------- - --------------- - --- - - - -
Junior h igh sch ools (2d for schools over 800) __ - -- --- - ----------- ------- - - -- -------- -

TotaL _ -- - - - - --- - - - - - - -- - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - ------ - - - - ---- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

See footnote at end of ta8le. 

Additional 
number Cost 
needed 

113 $720, 149 
38 242, 174 
15 95, 595 

1 6,3TJ 

167 1, 064, 291 

18 131, 264 
15 139,995 

33 271, 259 
!========!========= 
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FACT SHEET ON ScHOOL NEEDS, 1963-Continued Amount needed to complete all projects 

initiated through fiscal year 1969 is $125,-
240,000. See attached summary for details. Needs on the basis of schools 1'n operation Oct. 19, 1961 1 for improved services in fiscal year 

1963 1 
2. Operating costs: 

Annual increase based on current 
Additional 

Board of Education ratios number Cost 
levels of service _______________ 2 $15, 828 

Salary increases (annual cost): A 
$5,000 to $10,000 salary range 
proposed for teachers; addi
tional cost estimated on pres-

needed 

Librarians: 
Elementary schools__________________________ 1 for each school of 500 or larger_____ _ 45 $96, 345 
Junior, senior, vocational high schools.------ }t for each school 18 38, 535 Sharpe Health SchooL______________________ ----- ----------------
Clerical service_----------------------------- 1 day per week for each librarian____ 12 57, 816 

l~----1------

TotaL ____________ ----------- _ ------------- __ --------------------- --------------- 75 192, 696 

ent staffing____________________ 7, 100 

Total increase in annual op
erating costs for fiscal year 
1969, based on existing serv-

1 These estimates do not include amounts needed for supplies, textbooks, library books, reduction of class sizes to 
Board of Education ratios, special teachers for music and art, school social workers, psychologists, elementary cafe
teria services, and staffing the central administrative offices. 

ice levels__________________ 22, 928 

1 This does not include the obsolescence 
factor. 83 school buildings are 50 to 91 years 
old. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have incorporated 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks 
several tables with subheadings which, 
in my judgment, contain material and 
data to support the arguments I have 
made in defense of my amendment. The 
tables were prepared by the District of 
Columbia Board of Education. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

2 This · estimate makes no allowance for 
changes in salary schedules or in commodity 
prices. Neither does it include amounts 
needed to reduce class sizes to current Board 
of Education standards. The present pupil
teacher ratios and standards are as follows: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SCHOOL NEEDS 
THROUGH 1969 

TO MAINTAIN PRESENT SERVICES 

· [In millions] Elementary standard, 30 pupils to 1 teacher; 
October 1961 ratio, 31.7 to 1. Junior high 
school standard, 25 to 1 in academic classes; 
October 1961 ratio 27.9 to 1. 

1. Construction: Cost 
Amount needed through fiscal 

year 1969 ___________________ 1$120,000 

For improved services in fiscal year 1969 1 

Counselors: 

~!fo~n~fg ;g;gg{;_--~~= ======================== Senior high schools ___ _________________ _______ _ _ 
Vocational high schools _____ __ ____ __ ________ __ _ 

Board 
of Edu
cation 
ratios 

750:1 
400:1 
400:1 
400:1 

SubtotaL __ ---------- ---------- __ ------------ --- ----- --

Assistant principals: 
Junior high schools (2d for scl1ocls over 800) _________ ____ _ 
Vocational high schools ____ ___ -- ---------- --- -- - _____ ____ _ 

Subtotal ____________ ---- ________ : _ ---- ---- ---- ------- ---

Librarians: 
Elementary schools ____ ----------- _______________________ _ 

Board of Education goals: 1 for each school of liOO 
or larger. 

Addi
tional 

number 
needed 

134 
67 
27 
5 

233 

Addi-
tional 

number 
needed 

18 
3 

21 

107 

Cost 

$955,000 
478,000 
192, 000 
36, 000 

1, 661, 000 

Co~t 

----

168, 000 
29,000 

197, ()()() 

643, 000 

Librarians- Continued 
Junior.z.. senior, vocational high, and Sharpe Ilealth Schools. 

lioard of Education goals: 1 for each school. 
Clerical service. __ -------- ____ ____ -- ---------------- _____ _ 

Board of Education goals: 1 day per week for each 
librarian. 

SubtotaL ________ ___ ________________ _______________ _ 

Clerks for principals' offices: 
Elementary schools (2 per school over 1,000 or with 2 

schools in 1 administrative unit) _______________________ _ 
Junior high schools (2 per school over 1,000) ______________ _ 

Addi-
tional 

number 
needed 

38 

33 

178 

62 
20 

Subtotal_ ________ ------- ______ ------- ____ ____ ------ ---- __________ _ 

Total annual cost of improved services: Counselors, 

Cost 

$230,000 

159, 000 

1,032,000 

299,000 
96,000 

395,000 

assistant principals, librarians, clerks ____ ______________ - --------- 3, 285, 000 
Total additional annual operating cost: Fiscal year 1969 

based on existing level of service ___ ------------------- ---------- 22, 928, 000 

Grm1d total increase in operating costs, fiscal year 
1969 ___ ________________ _______________________ ___ ------ ---- 26, 213, 000 

1 These estimates do not include amounts needed for supplies, textbooks, library and art, school social workers, psychologists, elementary cafeteria services, and staf(i.ng 
books, reduction of class sizes to Board of Education ratios, special teachers of music the central administrative offices. 

Summary of school public works program, 1964-69 

Schools 

Elementary schools: 
New buildings_---------------------------- --Additions ___________________________________ _ 

Replacements--------------------------- -----Convcrsion (Burdick) __________________ ------

umber Number Estimated 
of of class- cost 

projects rooms 

13 
14 
8 
1 

36 

316 
182 

1120 
24 

642 $41, 361,000 

Senior high schools: Capacity 
New buildings_------------------------ - --- - z I, 800 --------------
Additions____________________________________ 3 1, 248 --------------
Replacements ________ ------------------------ ---------- ---------- --------------
Stadium._----------------------------------- 1 ---------- --------------

3,048 10,362,000 

Vocational high schools: 
New buildings_------------ -------- ---- ------Additions ___________________________________ _ 1 1492 --------------

1 350 --------------Replacements ___________ ------------ __ -- ---- - 2 1842 --------------
4 11,684 9,036,000 

1 Net. 
2 Extensible. 

Number Number Estimated 
Schools of of class- cost 

Junior high schools: 
New buildings _________ ----------------------Additions _____________ ------ ________________ _ 
Replacements .. ____________________________ _ _ 
Conversion (DC'I'C-Wilson) ________________ _ 

General: 

projects rooms 

8 
4 
2 
1 

11,387 
804 

1351 
. 700 

15 113, 242 

New building, District of Columbia Teachers ------- --- ----------

Sh~~~l£ealth School addition _______________ ---------- --------- -
New administration building ________________ ---------- -------- --
Permanent improvements ____________________ ---------- ----------

$43, 859, 000 

7, 852, 000 

450,000 
5, 120, 000 
7, 200,000 

TotaL. __ --------------------------------- - ---------- ---------- a 125, 240, 000 

. 

a This is the complete cost of all projects completed or initiated in the fiscal 3·cars 
1~. The amount needed to be spent during the 6 years is $120,000,000, 
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Funds requested by the Board of Education 

and funds appropriated by the Congress 
for capital outlay for the fiscal yeMs 1953 
through 1962 

Year 

(1) 
1 

1953. - -- - --- -- - --- -- -- -
1954 ____ --- - ----- - -- - - -
1955 ___ - -- -- -- -- - - --- - -
1956. -- - - - -- --- - --- - ---
1957 - -- - ---- -- - - - - - - - - -
1958. --- - - ----- -- - ---- -
1959. - -- -- - -- -------- - -
1960. - - ----------- - - - - -
1961.. ---------- - - -----
1962 __ -- - --- ------- -- - -

Amount re-
quested by 

Board of Edu-
cation 

(2) 

$13, 088, 000 
10,381, 000 

1 11, 511, 000 
7, 931, 350 
9, 178, 900 

14,963, 000 
14, 033, 125 
15, 596, 389 
14, 397, 497 
12, 316, 366 

Amountap-
propriated 

(3) 

$1, 451, 000 
3, 313, 000 
7, 375,000 
4, 471, 326 
6, 181, 700 

10, 642, 722 
8,920, 300 
6, 911, 000 
6, 944, 000 
8,886, 000 

1 Tbis does not include $294,700 requested for tbe con
struction of a television station. 

Mr. MORSE. Before I close, Mr. 
President, I would have the Senate take 
a look at the report made by the Senate 
District Committee and its justification 
for the inadequate loan program it rec
ommends to the Senate. 

I have already commented upon the 
proposed three branch libraries. 

The committee also recommends one 
police precinct replacement. I should 
like to support the police department, but 
if I have to make a choice between this 
police precinct building replacement and 
the elimination of an elementary school 
firetrap, I shall have no difficulty. I 
shall eliminate the firetrap. 

It is proposed that there be one new 
firehouse and one replacement. If I 
have to make a choice between eliminat
ing a school firetrap or building a new 
firehouse, I am going to choose to elimi
nate the firetrap, because as a member 
of the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia for a number of years, I wish to 
say there is pretty good fire protection in 
the Distr ict of Columbia. In my judg
ment, it is more important that we take 
care of the school needs than that build 
a firehouse, although I am for both. 

Under the Morse amendment we would 
not have to reduce any of these items. 
I am simply seeking, by this analysis, to 
bring out the relative importance of the 
recommendations of the committee and 
the recommendat ions of the senior Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Two new recreation centers are sug
gested. I have no difficulty in making 
the choice, Mr. President, if the choice 
is to be made. I choose to dispense with 
the recreation centers for the time being. 

There is proposed one new health cen
ter in the Northeast. I know of no cry
ing need for that health center at the 
expense of a needed school, although I 
am for both. · 

A heating plant replacement at the 
workhouse is recommended. I do not 
know what is the condition of the heat
ing plant, but I would be the first to say 
that if the workhouse does not have 
enough heat it had better get a heat
ing plant. 

There are proposed two additional 
dormitories at the reformatory. I 
should like to see the evidence which 
shows that the dormitory situation is 
more crowded than the schoolrooms of 
the District of Columbia. I should have 
to consider that evidence-and the com-

mit tee report does not give it to me
before I could decide that we should build 
the dormitories at the reformatory 
rather than do something about the 
overcrowded conditions in the school
rooms of the District of Columbia. 

There are three new cottages proposed 
for Junior Village. Junior Village is in 
need of some replacements. 

A couple of years ago I conducted a 
survey and investigation of Junior Vil
lage. The plight of schoolrooms in the 
District is worse than the plight of Jun
ior Village although both situations are 
bad. A new heating plant ought to be 
installed at Junior Village. 

The next item is a continuation of the 
street-lighting program. I would like to 
have the street-lighting program im
proved, but I would have no difficulty in 
making a choice, because it is not a ques
tion of providing lights where we do not 
have lights. It is a question of provid
ing a better lighting system. I will take 
the new schoolrooms if I must make a 
choice. 

The next item is a continuation of the 
stormwater sewer const ruction program. 
Quite a case could be made for that, but 
it does not follow that the adoption of 
my amendment would mean that we 
could not do any of those things. To 
the contrary, adoption of my amend
ment would not affect any of that pro
gram. I am calling attention to these 
comparative values because they are the 
things which the committee is recom
mending, instead of recommending an 
adequate school system that the amend
ment of the senior Senator from Oregon 
would provide. 

Lastly, the projects would include the 
construction of the West Administration 
Building. I have no difficulty with that, 
either. I will take the education facil
ity. 

In today's newspapers I read that ap
parently a stop order has been put on 
by the House with respect to the mon
strosity that has been proposed as a 
monument to the incomparable Fr anklin 
Roosevelt. But it is symbolic of the 
point I raise. We can get monuments, 
statues, and a great many other proj
ects that fall in the field of nonessential
ity. But when we make a plea for the 
kind of amendment that would provide 
$120 million of borrowing power for the 
schools of the District of Columbia, we 
are told that we cannot afford it. We 
are told that the District Commissioners 
are against it. But the Board of Edu
cation is for it. The Superintendent of 
Schools is for it. If the children of the 
District and their parents could vote, 
·they would be for it. 

So what do I propose? I propose a 
borrowing authority to the tune of $120 
million earmarked for school purposes. 

I am asked: "How is it to be paid back? 
We do not see any foreseeable chance 
of Congress increasing its appropria
tion." 

Mr. President, I say quite frankly that 
it would be pretty good to run up that 
debt of $120 million and build valuable 
monuments in the District of Columbia 
in the form of school buildings. If the 
Senate wished my recommendation for 
a Franklin Roosevelt Memorial, I would 

state what it would be. · I would name 
the proposed educational program as his 
.memorial, and thereby we would pay the 
greatest honor we could pay him. 

Mr. President, how I would like to hear 
the golden words that would flow from 
Franklin Roosevelt's lips if he were with 
us to make the choice tonight. I do 
not think anyone can deny that he would 
much pref er such a memorial than such 
a memorial as, to my inartistic eyes, 
would closely resemble a graveyard 
tombstone arrangement rather than a 
fitting memorial for Franklin Roosevelt. 

I am proposing what could be called 
a living memorial to that great Ameri
can, for the schoolchildren never had a 
better friend. Franklin Roosevelt recog
nized the importance of the Federal Gov
ernment assum~ng. its share of respon
sibility for educational support. 

It would be a pretty good strategy to 
run up the debt of $120 million and then 
let Congress decide, on the basis of the 
educational results, whether or not it 
was a pretty good investment. I have 
a hunch that that would be a pretty 
good way to get the allotment of Con
gress to the District of Columbia budget 
up from its present $30 million to a min
imum of $40 million or $45 million. 

Counsel has pointed out to me that the 
Federal Government is very much in
terested in getting better housing con
ditions for the sea elephants, manatees, 
bears , moose, and scores of other animals 
out at the Zoo. It is very much in
terested in getting money for a building 
program at the Zoo, though we cannot 
get sufficient and adequate buildings for 
schoolchildren. I am at a loss to un
derstand such false values. 

I have made my case. I now have a 
question to ask my good friend from 
Massachusetts. We are all indebted to 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SMITH ] for the wonderful work that he 
has performed on the District of Co
lumbia Committee. He has been one of 
our most ·conscientious members. I 
fully realize that he is in a position in 
which he must support the position of 
the committee. 

I fully realize that there is no better 
friend of education in the Senate. It 
grievously pains me to find myself in 
disagreement with my friend from 
Massachusetts, although I wish to say 
good naturedly that I would take my 
chances with him, if .he were not chair
man of the subcommittee, as to his posi
tion on the merits of my amendment. 

But I beg of him-figuratively on 
bended knee I plead with him-to accept 
the amendment. I want him to know 
that I would reject immediately an argu
ment, if it should come from his lips, that 
he would hope not to go to conference, 
and that he would hope to get a bill 
passed without going to conference. 

I do not believe the responsibility for 
failure to adopt my amendment, in light 
of the supporting data that I presented 
here this afternoon, should rest with the 
Senate. If it must rest with anyone, it 
ought to rest with the -House. At least, 
the Senator from Massachusetts ought 
to give the amendment a run for its 
money. He ought to take it to confer
ence if necessary and force the con-
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ferees to try to find s9me arguments in 
answer to the amendment other than 
merely arguments of political expedi
ency, legislative expediency, the lateness · 
of the session, or the fact that we might 
not get any bill at all. I am not so sure 
that it would not be. all right to defer it . 
until January. 

That would result in a great deal of · 
education. That would make people 
talk about the merits of the proposal I 
am making. I have seen that happen 
before on the District of Columbia Com-

. mittee, as we have seen proposals go 
over until the next session of Congress. 
There was the revenue bill during t}J.e 
last session of Congress. Let us consider 
the much better revenue bill we got at 
this session of Congress than we would 
have obtained if we had yielded to the 
pressure then to take what people wanted 
to give us, on the ground that it was 
that or nothing. I said it would be 
nothing. They knew that I was in a 
position to carry out my prediction. As 
a result we ended with a better revenue 
bill this year. 

I have assured the Senator from Mass
achusetts of my cooperation in regard to 
obtaining a vote on the bill in this ses- · 
sion of Congress. However I do not be
lieve he should take advantage of my 
generosity in regard to my parliamentary 
position. I am a reasonable man. I 
know that ·he knows there is great merit 
in my amendment. I know he· is dis
turbed by the fact that the Commis
sioners oppose my proposal. I ask him 
not to let that bother him. I have seen 
them oppose a great many good things 
many times. 

I close with fervent plea to him to take 
the amenment if necessary to confer
ence and see what luck he will have with 
it in conference. If he makes the kind 
of fight in conference that I know he 
will make, and he is licked, I will take 
my licking there. However it seems to 
me quite unfair to ask me to take my 
licking on the floor of the Senate when 
there is so much merit in the position 
I have taken. 

Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, first I wish to commend the 
senior Senator from Oregon for his ex
cellent review of the educational prob
lems not only of the District of. Colum
bia but also of the entire country. 

What the senior Senator from Oregon 
has said applies to all our cities in many 
respects. From working closely with 
him on the District of Columbia Com
mittee, I know that he is sincere in his . 
remarks. During the time that I have 
worked with him on that committee, I 
have found him always to have in mind 
the best interest not only of the school
children of the District of Columbia, but 
also people of the District. 

I know that he means every word of 
what he has said. It is true that over 
the years he has done a great deal for 
the District of Columbia. 

I should like to explain why the pro.: 
posed amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] to S. 3313 · 
was not adopted-by the full Committee 
on the District of Columbia during its 
executive meeting · of July 24, 1962, and 
why I recommend that the Senate enact 

this bill without the proposed amend
ment. 

Senator MORSE'S proposal would in
crease the borrowing authority for the 
District of Columbia by $155 million__.; 
to a total of $230 million, rather than 
an additional $75 million-to a total of 
$150 million, as now provided in the 
pending bill. The Morse amendment 
also provides that $120 million of the 
$155 million increased borrowing au
thority will be earmarked for education
al purposes and that such portion so 
designated shall be borrowed from the 
U.S. Treasury without interest. 

The proponents ·of the amendment to 
the pending bill contend that' such pro
posed increase in the borrowing au
thority is needed to construct facilities 
that will provide the District of Colum
bia with a modernized educational pro
gram. 

·Mr. President, it is readily apparent 
that the Morse amendment has the ef
fect of increasing the borrowing au
thority more than twofold over that 
which the Commissioners for the Dis
trict of Columbia have requested in the 
pending bill. It is the view of the Dis
trict Commissioners that any increase in 
excess of $75 million in the borrowing 
authority, and as is now provided in the 
pending measure, could · impair what 
has been determined to be the safe debt 
limit for the District of Columbia. 
During the public hearings on S. 3313 
held by the Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee, 
the subcommittee was informed that the 
request for additional $75 million loan 
authority is within the limits of debt 
which may be safely incurred by the 
District. It was also pointed out that · 
generally, debt limits are to be gaged 
by the amount and quality of the re
sources of the city and its practical 
ability to draw upon these resources for 
payment. 

The District Commissioners informed 
the committee that their policy in regard 
to limit of indebtedness provides that 
the aggregate of indebtedness should 
not exceed 12 percent of the average as
sessed value of the taxable real and 
tangible personal property of the District 
of Columbia as of July 1 of the 10 most 
recent fiscal years. This is the equivalent 
of a rate of 6.6 percent based on full 
valuation of taxable real and personal 
property. The average assessed valua
tion of taxable real and personal prop
erty in the District of Columbia for the 
last 10 fiscal years is approximately $2.4 
billion, and 12 percent of this valuation 
would set the limit of indebtedness at 
about $288 million. 

At the present time, the unliquidated 
authorized indebtedness of the District, 
including Federal obligations of $28 mil
lion, amounts to $219 million. The Com
missioners advise that an additional $75 
million authorized indebtedness as is now 
proposed in the pending bill would not 
exceed 12-percent limit of indebtedness 
when consideration is given to the fact 
that the assessed valuation is steadily 
increasing and debt service payments 
are steadily decreasing the amount of 
indebtedness. 

It is perfectly clear that under the 
Commissioners' formula an increase of 

$155 million in the borrowing authority 
as proposed in the Morse amendment 
would far exceed the 12-percent limit 
of indebtedness which the Commis
sioners consider to be the safe limit to 
the District's borrowing authority. 

In addition to the proposed amend
ment possibly causing an overextension 
of the borrowing authority, the status 
of the District's educational facilities 
coupled with what has been programed 
for construction does not indicate a need 
for new construction of the scope that 
would call for borrowing authority to the 
extent of $120 million. 

The committee has been informed that 
since 1959, 13 elementary schools and 
junior high schools have been authorized 
for construction in the District of Colum
bia. Six of these schools are now ac
tually completed and in use, four are 
under construction, and three are in the 
planning stage. In addition to the new 
construction, there has been authorized 
22 additions to other Dstrict schools, 16 
of which are now in use, 3 are under con
struction and 3 are in the planning 
stage. When this school construction is 
fully completed, there will be increased 
capacity in the District schools for 
18,295 pupils. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be printed in the RECORD at this 
point a list of new projects included in 
the Commissioners' public works plan 
for the fiscal years 1964-68. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
LIST OF NEW PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE COM

MISSIONERS PUBLIC WORKS PLAN FOR THE 
FISCAL YEARS 1964-68 
These projects are to be financed from the 

proposed additional loan authorization, in
creased general revenues, and increased Fed
eral payment. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Elementary school 

New 
Elementary school, 17th and E Streets, NE., 

area 7, capacity 1,076. 
Elementary school, 47th and.Blaine Streets 

NE., area 8, capacity 1,106. 
Elementary school, specific site undeter

mined, area 6, capacity 668. 
Elementary school, specific site undeter

mined, area 12, capacity 1,076. 
Elementary school, Wheeler Road and Mis

sissippi Avenue SE., area 14, capacity 866. 
Replacements 

Brent, Third and D Streets SE., area 20, net 
capacity 268. 

Seaton, I between Second and Third 
Streets NW., area 12, net capacity 676. 

Additions 
Bunker Hill, area 4, capacity 366. 
Powell (2d), area 2, capacity 388. 
Keene, area 1, capacity 608. 
Slowe, area 4, capacity 450. 
Smothers, area 8, capacity 428. 
Burrville, area 8, capacity 388. 
Nalle, area 8, capacity 336. 

Junior high schools 
New 

Junior high school, North Dakota and Kan
sas Avenues, NW., group 2, capacity 1,473. 

Junior high school, 50th and Grant Streets 
NE., group 6, capacity 1,498. 

Junior high school, 16th and Irving Streets 
NW., group 3, capacity 1,498. 
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Replacements 
Hine, Seventh and C Streets SE, group 5, 

net capacity 20. 
Shaw, Seventh and O Streets NW., group 

3, no increase in capacity. 
Additions 

Browne, group 4, capacity 25. 
Randall, group 5, capacity 25. 

PUBLIC LIBRARY 

New 
Southwest branch, adjacent to Town Cen

ter, southwest urban renewal area. 
West end branch, Pennsylvania Avenue 

and 24th Street NW. 
Chevy Chase branch, Connecticut Avenue 

and McKinley Street NW. 
POLICE 

Replacement: Precinct No. 13, 1600 block 
of V Street NW. 

FIRE 

New: Engine Co. No. 33, 13th Street and 
Whittier Place, NW. 

Replacement: Engine Co. No. 18, 414 Eighth 
Street SE. 

RECREATION 

New: Randall Recreation Center, First and 
I Streets, SW.; Fort Reno Recreation Center, 
Nebraska Avenue and Fessenden Street, NW. 

HEALTH 

New: Northeast Health Center, 40th and 
Clay Streets, NE. 

CORRECTIONS 

Heating plant replacement at workhouse, 
two additional dormitories, reformatory. 

WELFARE 

Replacement of three cottages, Junior Vil
lage, and new heating plant. 

SANITARY ENGINEERING 

Continuation of the stormwater sewer con
struction program. 

HIGHWAYS AND TRAFFIC 

Continuation of the street lighting pro
gram. 

Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, in furtherance of this pro
gressive school construction program, 
the Commissioners have approved a con
tinuing public works plan in 1964-68, 
which will provide for the construction 
of additional school facilities at both the 
elementary and secondary grade levels. 
The Commissioners have programed 
$142 million for this proposed work, a 
large part of which will be financed 
through the $75 million borrowing au
thority that has been requested in the 
pending bill. The school facilities to 
be constructed by the works program 
will include three new elementary 
schools, two replacement elementary 
schools, and seven additions to elemen
tary schools. In connection with jun
ior high schools, the construction pro
gram proposes three new schools, two 
replacements, and two additions. Upon 
completion, these educational facilities 
will increase the pupil capacities in ele
mentary schools by 8,692 and by 4,316 
in the junior high schools. 

It seems perfectly clear that the total 
effect of the school construction projects 
will be to provide the District with im
proved and modernized educational fa
cilities at both the elementary and sec
ondary grade levels. 

Mr. President, I have endeavored to 
provide a cursory outline of the progres
sive school building program that is and 

will continue to take place in the Dis
trict, and which if it is to be completed 
is dependent upon the $75 million in
creased borrowing authority provided for 
in the pending bill. I have also tried 
to explain that the borrowing authority 
of the District of Columbia as in the 
case of any other municipality is not 
unlimited and, if excessive, could im
pose an undue burden on the financial 
posture of the city government. 

With due consideration to all the ar
guments and contentions that have been 
made for the Morse amendment, it seems 
perfectly clear that $155 million in
creased borrowing authority is excessive, 
and that the $75 million as provided in 
the bill is reasonable and will provide 
without placing an undue strain on the 
District government the financial means 
to continue with the construction of el
ementary and junior high school facili
ties. 

Only yesterday the Senate passed a bill 
to provide pay increases for the teachers 
of the District of Columbia. I am happy 
to say that this increase would bring 
the pay of District of Columbia teachers 
up to second position in the entire coun
try. Only New York City remains ahead 
of the District of Columbia, under the 
provisions of the bill. 

It is fine to have new schools for all 
our pupils; but I think the important 
thing is to have good teachers, well 
qualified teachers, teachers who are 
well paid. I think that is the important 
point in this respect. 

Mr. President, I respectfully urge Sen
ators to join with me in passing the bill 
without amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my re
buttal to the Senator from Massachu
sets will be brief. We have just heard 
the dollar-sign argument. It is the 
position of the budget officials and of 
the District of Columbia Commissioners. 
It is not the position of the Board of 
Education. It is not the position of the 
Superintendent of Schools. It is not the 
position of the educational authorities 
of the area. 

All the buildings that the Senator 
from Massachusets talked about in his 
explanation of the contemplated pro
gram are included in the data which 
the senior Senator from Oregon present
ed to the Senate this evening. They are 
all a part of the program of the Board 
of Education and the Superintendent of 
Schools. They are all included; and by 
including them we would end with the 
deficiency that I outlined. The choice 
is whether we are willing to accept the 
money argument, the economy argu
ment, the dollar-sign argument, over the 
educational needs of the boys and girls of 
the District of Columbia. 

There is no question that if the funds 
for which I have asked are not provided, 
the District of Columbia will not have 
the educational facilities which are need
ed by the year 1971. What should the 
choice be? 

It is said by the Senator from Massa
chusetts that if the borrowing authority 
is increased, we shall be confronted with 
unsound fiscal plans in the District of 
Columbia with respect to the tax base 

and the borrowing liability. Whose fault 
is that? That is the fault of Congress 
because of its long program of parsimony 
toward the District of Columbia. Con
gress has walked out on what was clearly 
the understanding and the agreement 
which the Constitutional Fathers en
tered into with the District of Columbia 
when this area was set aside as the lo
cation for the National Capital. I have 
brought this out time and again over 
the years in our discussion of home rule 
and of various proposals to increase the 
Federal payment. I merely summarize 
with this statement tonight. 

The data is replete in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD over the years. This sub
ject is a matter of history. It was the 
promise of the Constitutional Fathers, 
it was the understanding entered into 
when the District of Columbia was estab
lished, that the Federal Government 
would contribute 50 percent of the cost 
of operating the city. That was the his
toric understanding. 

The ratio slipped down to 40 percent 
for many years. Then the toboggan ride 
began. I believe the last figure is ap
proximately 11 percent. 

The imbalance which the Senator 
from Massachusetts talks about is caused 
by Congress. In my judgment, the re
sponsibility must be placed squarely on 
the shoulders of the Federal Govern
ment. The schoolchildren of the Dis
trict of Columbia should not be penalized 
for the dereliction of Congress and the 
District Commissioners. 

The issue is drawn: Is the school pro
gram for the District of Columbia for the 
next 10 years, as submitted by the Board 
of Education and endorsed by the Super
intendent of Schools, Dr. Hansen, a pro
gram which is necessary to provide the 
educational standards we know a boy or 
girl ought to be able to enjoy if he or 
she is sent to a public school in the 
District of Columbia? 

What is the colored population in the 
public schools of the District of Colum
bia? It is in the neighborhood of 73 
percent. I wonder if I would have so 
much trouble with my amendment if the 
population of the District schools were 
73 percent white. 

I think Congress should take a course 
of action that would make impossible 
even a suspicion that that might make a 
difference. A great problem exists in this 
country to see to it that the educational 
opportunities for the colored people of 
America are improved, for I think the 
race problem in this country will be 
solved to a considerable ex4jent when the 
educational problem which confronts the 
colored people of America is solved. It 
is not only a question of integration, im
portant as that is. It is important to see 
to it that when a little colored boy or 
girl goes to a public school in America, 
that boy or girl gets a good education; 
for with a well-educated Negro popula
tion in America, we will find a great 
source of power for the solution of our 
civil rights problems. 

I think Congress has an obligation to 
make a model of the public school sys
tem in the District of Columbia. I took 
part in the integration fight a few years 
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ago. I recall all the .things that we were 
told would happen if the pubiic schools 
of the District of Columbia were inte
grated. We stood up against all the 
pressure to keep the schools segregated; 
and the schools were integrated. 

Mr. President, all the calamity howlers 
were proved to be dead wrong. Not one 
serious incident developed in that whole 
integration process. It was a great step 
forward. 

But, Mr. President, the step needed 
now is to provide adequate facilities and 
adequate teachers--the necessities to 
which I have referred in my speech this 
afternoon-which are required in order 
to remedy all the inadequacies of plant 
and service, teachers, facilities, and spe
cial training-inadequacies which the 
records show now exist in the District 
of Columbia. But, Mr. President, in my 
judgment nothing in the bill of the com
mittee will solve that problem, in any 
great degree, unless Congress permits the 
District of Columbia to have sufficient 
borrowing power to enable it to borrow
until such time as Congress is ready to 
repay it--the money _needed in order to 
be able to provide these necessary facili
ties, Mr. President, that is why my 
amendment should be adopted. 

I say respectfully that I think the com
mittee's program is grossly inadequate; 
and we should place our trust in the 
educators and the Board of Education 
for the District of Columbia, and we 
should underwrite this program. It will 
be underwritten if my amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I think the Senator from 
Oregon is speaking now of the proposed 
increased Federal payment. I stand 
with him on that score. I do not think 
the argument is in regard to increasing 
the borrowing authority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURDICK in the chair) . The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon withhold that 
suggestion for a few minutes? · 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; I am willing to do 
so. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I rise 
to request that c~rtain newspaper and 
magazine ·articles dealing with other 
subjects be printed in the RECORD. I ask 
that my remarks in connection with 
these requests be printed in the RECORD 
at a later point. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection it is so ordered. 

<Mr. MILLER'S remarks and requests 
for printing in the RECORD appear at a 
subsequent point in the RECORD, under 
the appropriate headings.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the will of the Senate? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the ·order 
for the .quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, -it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as 
I understand, the Senator from Oregon 
wishes to have a yea-and-nay vote 
taken on the question of agreeing to his 
amendment. I wish to suggest that the 
Senate temporarily lay aside the further 
consideration of this bill; that in the 
morning, after the Senate convenes at 
10 a.m., 5 minutes to a side be allowed 
on the amendment--if this course will 
be agreeable to the Senator from Massa
chusetts, as well as to the Senator from 
Oregon-and that at the conclusion of 
the morning hour, the Senate proceed 
to vote, on the basis of the understand
ing I have just announced-namely, 5 
minutes to a side. I so request, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I wish to say to the 
acting majority leader that I deeply ap
preciate his cooperation in connection 
with this matter, and I also deeply ap
preciate the cooperation of the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SMITHJ. 

I wish my colleagues to examine my 
position for just a moment: I never en
gage in parliamentary gestures. I never 
make a pro forma speech in support of 
an amendment. All of us know the dif
ficulty with which we probably would 
be confronted if we attempted to obtain 
a quorum tonight; but in my judgment 
this amendment is one of the most im
portant proposals for which I have 
fought on the District of Columbia Com
mittee. I believe the amendment should 
be adopted. I have made a good-faith 
fight in my attempt to have it adopted. 
I want the amendment either voted up 
or voted down; and I do not want the 
amendment to be voted on tonight, by a 
voice vote, with only half a dozen Sen
ators present to participate in the vote. 

I appreciate very much the suggestion 
of the Senator from Minnesota that 5 
minutes be allowed each side in the 
morning. · I have made my case, and at 
least it will be a matter of record; and 
then no one can say I did not make a 
good fight for the adoption of my amend
ment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, all 
of us know that the Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. MORSE] always makes good
faith fights for the amendments in which 
he believes. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that tomorrow, following the 
morning hour, there be 5 minutes to a 
side, and that then the Senate vote on 
the question of agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsEJ; and I also ask that at this time 
Calendar 1775, House bill 3313, to au
thorize an increase in the borrowing au
thority for the general fund of the Dis
trict of Columbia, be temporarily laid 
aside, and that the Senate return to its 
consideration, as the pending business, 
tomorrow, following the morning hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objeQtion? . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said: 
Mr. President, while the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] is still in the 
Chamber-and I know he must leave 
shortly-and while I have the attention 
of the senior Senator from Oregon, with 
respect to Calendar No. 1775, S. 3313, on 
my request there has been a unanimous
consent agreement. I also ask unani
mous consent that no further amend
ment to the bill be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request by the Sena tor 
from Minnesota? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as 
follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Or dered, That, effective on Thursday, Oc

tober 4, 1962, at the conclusion of routine 
morning business, during the further con
sideration of the bill (S. 3313) to authorize 
an increase in the borrowing authority for 
the general fund of the District of Columbia, 
all debate on the pending amendment by 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], and 
on the bill , be limited to 10 minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the mover 
of the amendment and the majority leader: 
Provided further, That no further amend
ment to the bill be in order. 

THE MONROE DOCTRINE 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the 

November 24 and October 1 issues of 
Newsweek magazine there are two ex
cellent articles on the Monroe Doctrine 
by the distinguished columnist, Mr. Ray
mond Moley. Mr. Moley clearly points 
out the fallacy in arguments that the 
Monroe Doctrine is extinct because of 
our commitments in Europe. He well 
distinguishes between the use of our 
bases there to prevent aggression and the 
use by the Soviets of bases in Cuba to 
promote aggression. I ask unanimous 
consent that these two articles be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From Newsweek magazine, Sept. 24, 1962] 

MONROE DOCTRINE TODAY-I 
(By Raymond Moley) 

In a characteristic campaign outburst, 
Harry S. Truman said 2 weeks ago: "The 
reason we're in trouble in Cuba is that Ike 
didn't have the guts to enforce the Monroe 
Doctrine." It will serve no purpose in the 
crisis that we face in Cuba to reply that until 
Castro had deliberately proclaimed himself 
to be a Communist any application of the 
Monroe Doctrine would have been quite in
appropriate. It is true that Castro's alle
giance to the Communist system should have 
been known to the Eisenhower administra
tion well before he gained undisputed con
trol of the island Republic. Our two Am
bassadors there learned about it, but were 
not permitted by the State Department 
bureaucracy to tell their story ·to Secretary 
Dulles and President Eisenhower. But even 
then it would have been difficult legally to 
sustain the assertion that an alien system 
had been imposed from without. The So
viet takeover has been consuinma ted since 
President Eisenhower left the White House. 
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Without in any way presenting an excuse 

for the paralysis which has characterized the -
Kennedy administration since the Bay of 
Pigs affair, a number of considerations · 
qualt:ry the direct application of the doctrine 
proclaimed nearly 140 years ag~. 

CHANGED CONDITIONS 

My space here does not permit a detailed 
account of the nature and various applica
tions of the principle established by Presi
dent Monroe and his Secretary of State, -
John Quincy Adams. The reader is referred 
to the easily accessible and brilliant article 
by Charles Evans Hughes in the Encyclopedia 
Britannica. 

A considerable number of Americans be- -
lieve, with Khrushchev, that the Monroe 
Doctrine is dead. This belief ls based upon 
several developments since World War I. 

The Monroe Doctrine asserted this as a 
major premise: "In the wars of the European 
powers in matters relating to themselves we 
have never taken a pa.rt, nor does it comport 
with our policy so to do." The argument 
follows that ve have within half a century 
participated in two European wars and that, 
as the aftermath of the most recent one, we 
have powerful military installations in Eu
rope designed not only to protect Europe 
from Soviet aggression but also to serve as 
a means of defending the United States 
itself. 

Another point urged against the unilateral 
appllcatlon of the Monroe Doctrine to Cuba 
is that we have involved ourselves in treaties 
and other obligations which act as legal 
restraints-NATO, the Organization of 
American States, and also the United Na
tions. In the light of these changed condi
tions, it ls suggested that in our efforts to 
establish collective security we have seriously 
exposed o~ own security as sovereign state. 

LIVING PRINCIPLES 

These considerations are, of course, well 
known to the Soviet, and that is why they 
can act so boldly in their Cuban takeover. 
They also realize that our Anglo-American 
heritage forces us to provide plausible legal 
justifications for every move we make to 
protect our security and interests. The So
viet, like the Nazi regime, and even the Ger
man Empire which invaded Belgium in _ 
World War I, have not been bound by a 
respect for law. 

In replying to the assertion that the Mon
roe Doctrine is dead, several vital points can 
be made. One is that the Monroe Doctrine 
specifically said that we should regard as an -
unfriendly act any further colonization in _ 
the New World; also, that we should resist 
any introduction of an alien system in this 
hemisphere. We have repeatedly denied our 
desire for territorial gain, nor do we have 
any intention to colonize anywhere. Our 
bases in Turkey and Spain have nothing to 
do with the internal affairs of those nations. 
The Communist takeover in Cuba ls a bare
faced operation designed to establish a Com
munist- and Soviet-dominated state in the 
center of the Western Hemisphere. 

What is needed is a revised doctrine, based 
upon the realities of the present day, which 
ls not merely a restatement of what was said 
in 1823 but centered in an international 
principle older than the Monroe Doctrine 
and upon which Monroe and Adams based 
their own historic decision. I shall discuss 
that next week. 

[From Newsweek magazine, Oct. 1, 19!?21 
MONROE DOCTRINE TODA~-II 

(By Raymond Moley) 
In answer to those who would invoke the 

Monroe Doctrine in dealing with the Soviet 
'takeover in Cuba, several objections are 
raised. Each of these deserves examination. -

One is that since we have established air
bases in Turkey and elsewhere in Europe 
and the Middle East, we have abandoned the 

major premise of-Monroe's proposition that 
the United sta:te8 wo-Uld keep hands off Euro
pean affairs "in matters pertaining to them
selves." Last week I replied to that by point
ing out that our airbases over there have 
been installed with the full consent Ot the 
countries involved and that we have not 1n 
any way interfered with their internal affairs --
nor with their relations with their neighbors. 
Our installations are there for the defense 
of those nations and ourselves. 

Another objection is that we agreed to sup
plant the Monroe Doctrine with a multilat
eral system at the Inter-American Confer
ence at Caracas in 1954. In the agreement 
made there, Secretary Dulles secured the dec
laration that the control of an American 
nation by international communism would 
be regarded as a threat to the American con
tinents and would be followed by inter
American consultation and action. This, 
however, did not tie our hands, because t:r 
such consultation should be futile and no 
collective action could be secured, we could -
still act on our own. 

THE INHERENT RIGHT 

It is most important to understand that 
while the Monroe Doctrine has been inserted 
as a reservation in many international agree
ments at our instance, such as in the Hague 
Convention of 1907, it is not a matter of 
international agreement. It rests upon the 
inherent right of a sovereign state to pro
tect its own security and interests by what
ever power that state can summon. 

One of our greatest Secretaries of State, 
Elihu Root, when he was Secretary of War 
in 1901 insisted that the Platt amendment 
be made a part of the terms under which 
Cuba was given its independence. This gave 
the United States the right to intervene in 
Cuba to maintain a stable government there 
and also to permit us to have the Guan
tanamo base on Cuban soil. One of the first 
of our major mistakes since then was the 
abrogation of the Platt amendment by Presi
dent Roosevelt in 1934. 

In 1919, after we had participated in the 
war in Europe, Root commented at length 
on the principles surrounding the Monroe 
Doctrine. He justified our participation in 
that war on European soil to help prevent 
another war which would embroil the whole 
world. On another occasion, Root said that 
the Monroe Doctrine rested "upon the right 
of self-protection and that right ls recog
nlzed in international law." Another great 
Secretary of State and lawyer in his own 
right, Charles Evans Hughes, quoted this 
statement of Root with approval. 

PREVENTIVE MEASURES 

In short, international law is unlike domes
tic law, which rests upon the consent of the 
governed and upon the enactments of repre
sentative bodies. Until there is a real inter
national community~and we are far from 
such an ideal-those who have the power to 
do so must act as suits their concept of their 
security, their commitments to weaker na
tions, and in their long-term national in
terests. 

It is a pity that this Soviet miUtary build
up has not been dealt with forcefully sooner 
than this. But now we-should take such ac
tion as will prevent it from growing further. 

We should take our stand on the high seas -
around Cuba and prevent the export of ma
teriel elsewhere in our · hemisphere. We
shoUld make far stronger representations to -
European countries and other nations of the : 
free world,_ to prevent ships of _their flag!:! 
from carrying equipm~nt from qommunist -
countries to Cuba. If that appeal.fails, there -
is plenty of pressure available to force ac
tion by those nations. If any hostile actions ' 
come from Cuba, either against-our base at' 
Guantanamo or our ships and planes at sea, 
we should declare a state of war with Cuba 
and impose an immediate and complete 
blockade. Presumably, consultation with the 

OAS shoUld precede these actions, but there 
1s no time now to wait for full agreement 
before the foregoing actions are taken on our 
own account. _ 

THE CUBA PROBLEM 
Mr. MILLER. Also, Mr. President, in 

the September 30 and October 1 and 2 
issues of the Washington Evening Star, 
there appeared a series of three articles 
on the Cuban problem, written by the 
noted plaYWright, our former Ambassa
dor to Italy, and former Congresswoman 
from Connecticut, Clare Boothe Luce. 
She is sharply critical of the administra
tion's mishandling of the problems posed 
by peneration of the international Com
munist conspiracy in Cuba; and I believe 
it is highly significant that a member 
of the gentler sex calls for stronger meas
ures on our part in order to maintain 
our security. I ask unanimous consent 
that these articles be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Sept. 30, 

1962] 
UNITED STATES CUBAN PERFORMANCE PROFILE 

IN INDECISION 

(By Clare Boothe Luce) 
NEW YORK, September 29.-"The President 

feels that Cuba ls a bone in his throat." 
So spoke one of President Kennedy's aids 
soon after the abortive invasion of the Bay 
of Pigs. 

Since then the obstruction has become a 
large bone of national and international con
tention. 

How did it get stuck there in the first 
place? How big, how dangerous is it? Can 
it be dislodged short of war? 

The President naturally wants to keep 
these awkward questions out of this fall's 
congressional elections. But the failure to 
ask them and to answer them honestly is 
fraught with danger to the Nation. 

Castro began as a bone in the throat of 
the Eisenhower administration 4 years ago. -
Two years later, Candidate Kennedy did his 
eloquent best to get Mr. Nixon to strangle on 
it. Picking the decline of American safety 
and prestige as his theme, Mr. Kennedy 
pointed to the rise of Castro as prime evi
dence that "our security and our leadership 
are both slipping away." 

His Cuban policy was to "let the Cuban 
people know our determination that they 
will someday again be free," to "let Castro 
know that we do not intend to be pushed 
around any longer," to "let Mr. Khrushchev 
know that we are permitting no expansion 
of his foothold in our hemisphere," and 
especially to "end the harassment • • • of 
liberty-loving anti-Castro forces in Cuba and 
in other lands." 

"Thus far," Candidate Kennedy said, 
"these fighters for freedom have had virtu
ally no support from our Government." 
And, "the way to put the ideals of the 
American Revolution into significance is to 
act on them, not to talk about them." Hope
fully," he said, "events may once again bring 
us an opportunity to [act 1 on behalf of the 
cause of freedom in Cuba." 

Hopefully, events .did bring the newly 
elected President this opportunity. In April 
1961, President Kennedy authorized the 
Quban invasion. But at the last and fateful 
hour he ordered withdrawal of decisive 
American air support, abandoning 1,400 
liberty-loving, anti,.Cas_tro fighters for free
dom to Castro's tanks, jails, and firing squads. 
His profile in courage suddenly turned into 
a profile in indecision. 
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At his nationally televised press eonfer

ence on September 13, -1962,. President Ken-· 
nedy had no kind words for those who are: 
saying today, as he himself · so· often did 
during the 19ll0 campaign, that the 11bone" 
is plenty big and dangerous. "Rash- talk· is· 
cheap," he said, "especially ·with those who 
do not · have the responsibility [for deci- . 
sion]." · . · 

In 1960, addressing himself to the military· 
aspect of the Cuban situation, SenatOr Ken
nedy said, "I think Castro is a source of 
maximum danger. A. Communist menace 
has been permitted to arise under our very 
noses, only 90 miles from our shores. Cas._ 
tro's transformation of Cuba into a Com
munist base of operations by jetplane, mis
sile, or submarine is an incredibly dangerous 
development." Thus, he warned, "the whole 
Western Hemisphere security system is 
drastically threatened." 

But 2 years later, at his press conference, 
the President, referring again to Soviet ship
ments to CUba, said that these "do not 
constitute a serious threat to any other part 
of this hemisphere." He strongly denied· 
that the Communist buildup is such as "to 
endanger or interfere with our security," 
or that CUba ls "an offensive m111tary base of 
significant capacity." 

In view of Candidate Kennedy's profound 
alarm about the military threat of Cuba in 
1960, what are the facts which leave the 
President so relatively calm today about Cas
tro's present military capacity? 

Today, Castro's Cuba, still only 90 miles 
off our shores, has the second strongest 
ground army in our hemisphere. Estimated 
at 400,000 men, including militia, it has re
ceived, since the failure of the invasion, over 
$175 million in military aid and supplies 
from Communist bloc countries. Commu
nist-made jeeps, jets, tanks, radar and elec
tronic equipment are almost daily arrivals 
in Cuban harbors. According to State De
partment and intelligence reports, 4,500 Rus
sian soldiers, sailors, and technicians are in 
Cuba helping Castro. They are training new 
pilots, ground crews, and artillery men. 

Just last week Castro announced construc
tion of a "fishing base" on the Cuban coast 
for use by the Russians. Sites for guided 
missiles and rockets, and bases for subma
rines and submarine detection are possible. 
Cuba wm be capable of infiictlng great dam
age on the U.S. naval installation at Guan
tanamo. And behind these beefed-up forces 
stands the military might of the U.S.S.R., 
openly pledged to support them, with its 
atomic power if necessary. 

Whatever the military capacity of Cuba 
when Mr. Kennedy took office, it is now vastly 
greater. 

In his September 12 press conference, Mr. 
Kennedy indicated that his hopes of a peace
ful solution of the Castro problem lie par
tially in the deterioration of the Cuban polit
ical and economic situation. Dangling the 
prospect of a convenient collapse before this 
Nation's eyes, he said, "Castro (ls) in trou
ble • • • his own followers are beginning 
to see that their revolution has been 
betrayed." 

UNPOPULARITY UNQUESTIONED 

What are the chances of a successful rebel
lion by Castro's disillusioned people? His 
unpopularity with a great section of his op
pressed populace can no longer be ques
tioned. The 1,200 captured in the disastrous 
Bay of Pigs invasion and the thousands of 
political prisoners now rotting in Castro's 
jails certainly hate his guts. 

But the unjailed remnants of the Cuban 
underground no longer have the means or 
the will to challenge the ruthless authority 
of Castro's Soviet-armed firing squads. Like 
the Hungarians before them, the Cuban peo
ple have learned the bitter lesson of resist
ance; that Soviet Russia wm spring to the 
aid of Soviet dictators wherever they may be, 

cvm--1a90 

but the United Sta¥s wm not always .go to 
the aid of men fighting for their freedom. 

Cuban radio and television are doing a 
typically crack Communist job ·o·n Cuban 
youth. The rising generation is being vigor
ously lhdoctriliated with antidemocratic, 
anti-American, and pro-Russian ideas. It is 
being taught to think of itself as the van
guard of the Communist liberation in our 
hemisphere. · 
· President Kennedy assures 'the Nation that 

"in the last year Castro's regime has been 
increasingly - isolated in this hemisphere. 
His name no longer inspires the same fear 
a! following in other Latin Am·erican coun
tries." 

BASE FOR SPIES 

· The bitter truth is that Cuba today is a 
far more effective base of Communist activity 
than it was 2 years ago. It ls now a bustling, 
well-organized jumping-Ott point into all its 
neighboring countries for Spanish-speaking 
spies, provocateurs, propagandists and secret 
m.mtary agents. 
. Radio Cuba tells their underprivileged 

masses throughout La.tin America that their 
economic and political freedom depend on 
booting out all pro-American politicians, and 
elevating om.clals who stand ready to join 
the dynamic ranks of Communist republlcs. 
The United States, Radio Cuba claims, is 
lending blllions of economic aid to its south
ern neighbors for one reason only: fear of 
Khrushchev and Castro. American aid, it 
warns, wm die on the vine the day Castro is 
defeated. 

The argument ls a powerful one. Prob
ably all Latin American governments view 
Castro and communism at least in part as a 
dollar-generating program. It would explain 
why even pro-American leaders are reluctant 
to take action against him or against their 
own domestic Communists. 

The rapidly growing forces of the Commu
nist left elsewhere in Latin America (es
pecially in Haiti, Bolivia, the Dominican 
Republic, Mexico, Brazil, and Venezuela), 
and the rise of new m111tary dictatorships in 
Argentina and Peru, are tragic proof that the 
influence of Castro has not been politically 
isolated. Since the failure of the invasion, 
there has been a massive outflow of private 
Latin American capital into European coun
tries. Today, South American entrepreneurs 
who might otherwise be investing in domes
tic enterprise are sending their capital to 
safety abroad, with a consequent weakening 
of the Latin American economy and a fur
ther drain on the Alliance for Progress funds. 

IN HOCK TO MOSCOW 
Time is running out in Latin America, and 

the cold war is stlll being lost there. 
It is hard to see why the President and 

his advisers have constantly failed to under
stand that the same ideological, polltical, and 
mmtary necessities which make it essential 
for the United States to maintain Berlin as 
a "showcase of democracy" on Russia's bor
ders, are operating today from Moscow, to 
maintain Cuba as a "showcase of commu
nism" on our shores. 

Today, Castro and his country are in total 
hock to Moscow. If Castro should balk at 
this, or in any other way become a 11ab1lity 
or a nuisance, the Kremlin will quickly dis
pose of him, and install a handpicked suc
cessor. Unless Russian power is evicted from 
Cuba, it is there to stay-and to grow. 

(From the Washington (D.C.) Star, 
Oct, 1, 1962] 

ECONOMIC SANCTIONS, OAS, BLOCKADE CAN'T 
END CASTRO 

(By Clare Boo_the Luce) 
NEW YORK, October 1.-President Kennedy· 

reportedly feels that Fidel Castro's Cuba is 
"a bone in his throat.'" The "bone" has 
grown sharper and more dangerous to him
and to the Nation-with every passing hour. 

Political expediency ·requires the President 
to belittle its size on the eve of the congres
sional electlo~. So far, he has not entirely 
succeeded. The American people are pressing 
the Cuban question hard: How, short of war, 
they demand, can the Cuban bone be re
moved? Or, to put the question another 
way: What .has been done so far to dislodge 
tt? . 

Such economic sanctions as the United 
States can unilaterally apply to Cuba are 
already in ettect: American shipments to 
Cuba now consist almost entirely of medical 
supplies and food. Cuba's trade with our 
allies has nosedived also, but this ts less 
because of their unwillingness to sell than 
because of Cuba's inab111ty to buy. 

About 15 percent of Cuba's tr.ade is still 
with non-Soviet bloc nations, including 
NATO members. Cuba has been receiving 
machinery, electrical goods and engines from 
Canada, and certain vital imports from Eng
land, Japan, Norway, France, Germany, and 
other NATO countries. 

Many of the President's critics insist that 
some way can be found to stop this trade, . 
as well as Soviet trade--including strategic 
war materlal--carrled in vessels chartered 
from allied nations. 

WANT PROFITABLE TRADE 
Just last week Secretary of State Rusk 

stepped up efforts to persuade our all1es to 
abandon their profitable Russo-Cuban char
ters. Significantly the response was less 
than enthusiastic. 

A hard-nosed amendment to the foreign 
aid bill rammed through the House on 
September 20 prohibits economic aid to any 
country sending goods of any kind to Com
munist Cuba. Chances are it w1l1 not pass 
the Senate. The attempt to enforce this 
provision would throw the whole foreign aid 
program into a state of administrative chaos. 

Moreover, to punish democratic, allied and 
neutral governments for the activities of 
private businessmen and shippers is mani
festly unfair. And even if successful, the 
final result would be to tie Cuba's military, 
polltlcal and economic lifeline more closely 
to Moscow. 

Although the effort would be a big. one, 
Premier Khrushchev can probably ma.ke good 
his boast that Soviet-bloc countries can sup
ply all Cuba's economic needs and, 1f neces
sary, in their own bottoms. 

Can the administration, then, working 
through the Organization of American 
States, achieve anything more than it has 
already achieved-which ls practically noth
ing-to collapse Mr. Castro and exclude Rus
sian power from this hemisphere? 

OAf? STILL INEFFECTUAL 

So far, the Organization of American States 
has proved to be a futile piece of machinery 
for coping with Mr. Castro. There is con
siderable sentiment on the part of some 
Latin American governments supporting 
United States m111tary intervention in Cuba 
in the hemisphere's interest. 

Many who would condemn such action 
publlcly, privately would applaud it. But 
there isn't a prayer that the OAS will under
take multilateral action of any effective kind 
against Mr. Castro. OAS nations have not 
even imposed economic sanctions, although 
their total trade with Cuba comes to a mere 
$10 million a year. 

The informal conference of Latin American 
ministers, called by Mr. Kennedy for tomor
row in Washington, is not likely to produce 
more than empty condemnations of Russia's 
ideological exports into Latin America. 

And what, for example, can any of the 
OAS members do to close down Radio Cuba, 
which pours Communist propaganda around 
the clock into every La.tin American home 
that boasts a radio? Moreover, many of 
these governments are so riddled by native 
Communists that even for those minded to 
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do so, "Communist baiting" can be political 
suicide. 

BRAZIL AN EXAMPLE 
One example of the Communist problem 

in Latin America wlll sumce: Brazil, which 
is geographically one-half the area of Latin 
America, has, since World War II, received 
over $1 billion from the United States in 
economic aid. 

Nevertheless, today Brazil's President Joao 
Goulart is anti-United States and pro-leftist. 
Currently he is seeking to elect his brother
in-law, Leonel Brizola, to the Brazilian Con
gress. 

Mr. Brizola's campaign is based on anti
United States diatribes. On a TV program he 
demanded that the U.S. Embassy be closed, 
and that our Ambassador, Lincoln Gordon, 
be sent home. 

It is safe to say that the OAS will act in no 
effective way against Mr. Castro. 

In the absence of forceful OAS action, is 
there then, any unilateral action the United 
States can take, short of direct invasion of 
Cuba, which might be effective? The action 
most people are urging is a "peaceful" naval 
blockade. 

Former President Eisenhower is quoted as 
having said recently that he had heard the 
term "peaceful blockade," but he didn't 
know what the term meant. 

FULL ENFORCEMENT NEEDED 
A naval blockade, if it is to succeed, must 

be continuously maintained and enforced on 
vessels of all flags. Allied and neutral, no 
less "enemy," vessels must be intercepted 
and cargoes dumped or returned to home 
ports. 

International law defines such a blockade 
as "an act of war carried out by the warships 
of a 'belligerent, detailed to prevent access 
or departure from a defined part of the 
enemy's coast." 

Americans will remember that Kaiser Wil
helm's harassment of American- shipping in 
1917 was construed by Woodrow Wilson as 
an act of war on the part of Germany against 
the "neutral" United states. A naval block
ade led directly to our entrance into World 
War I. 

Consequently, the establishment of a for
mal U.S. naval blockade against Cuba could 
be construed as an act of war by any nation 
whose vessel it so intercepted. It is, of 
course, reasonable to assume that however 
much a naval blockade against our allies 
would gum up our relations with them, they 
would not war against America. 
· What is certain is that Cuba would declare 

a naval blockade to be an act of war, and 
that the U.S.S.R. would endorse that declara
tion. 

No peaceful action that the United States 
can presently take can 'be counted on to stop 
the Soviet buildup in Cuba. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Oct. 2, 
1962] 

THE 1961 INVASION FAILURE IN CUBA PERILS 
U.S. GLOBAL POLICIES 

(By Clare Boothe Luce) 
NEW YoRK, October 2.-At his nationally 

televised September 13 press conference, the 
President said, "I would like to set (the 
Cuban situation) in perspective." This is 
precisely what the President has failed to do. 

He has insisted that Castro's Cuba con
stitutes no political or military threat to the 
United States or "to any * * * part of this 
hemisphere," that "Castro is doomed,' ' that 
"he is no longer feared in Latin America" 
and that consequently "unilateral interven
tion on the part of the United States of 
America cannot currently be either required 
or justified." . · 

By resting the case against U.S. interven
tion on a shockingly erroneous estimate of 
the Cuban situation, the President has 
evaded a desperately urgent task-to alert 

the people of this Nation to the grave dan
gers we face if we go to war against Cuba 
now, or· at any time in the future. 

DANGEROUS CONSEQUENCES 
Putting the Cuban situation in its true 

perspective would have required the Presi
dent to make an excruciatingly painful ad
mission; that the failure to carry through 
the Cuban invasion in April 1961, has already 
had dangerous, and perhaps disastrous, con
sequences for American global policies: 

1. This failure has permitted-indeed en
couraged-Russia to get a firm military and 
political foothold in the Western Hemisphere. 
All Mr. Kennedy's protests to the contrary, 
this is a growing danger to our security. In 
the words of Ambassador Adlai Stevenson, 
addressing the United Nations on September 
21, "The threat (to peace) in Cuba arises 
from the extraordinary and unnecessary 
flood of Soviet arms and military personnel 
pouring into Cuba," which "is creating grave 
concern, not only in this country, but 
throughout the hemisphere." (This view, 
if it be the correct one, is at total variance 
with the view expressed just 1 week earlier 
by the President.) 

2. The unchallenged entrance of Soviet 
power into the Western Hemisphere has done 
grave damage to the "image" of the United 
States in Latin America, and consequently 
has accelerated the political slip, drift, and 
drive to the Communist left in this hemi
sphere. 

USEFULNESS DESTROYED 
3. Whatever usefulness or validity the his

toric Monroe Doctrine may have had be
fore the invasion, the failure of that inva
sion and subsequent events have destroyed 
them. 

The Monroe Doctrine, proclaimed by Presi
dent James Monroe on December 2, 1823, 
warned the European powers that "we should 
consider any attempt (on their part) to ex
tend their system to any portion of this hem
isphere as dangerous to our peace and safe
ty." (It is an irony of history that what 
inspired this doctrine was the attempt of 
Imperial Russia to penetrate "peacefully" 
into the American Northwest.) 

Mr. Truman, always willing and ready to 
quarrel over old political bones (especially 
old Republican bones), recently said, "We're 
in trouble in Cuba because Ike didn't have 
the guts to enforce the Monroe Doctrine." 
Mr. Eisenhower's reason for not implement
ing the Monroe Doctrine by use of unilat
eral force were (A) that the Monroe Doc
trine, as updated by the Rio pact, required 
the United States of America to wait for 
multilateral or OAS approval of United 
States action against Cuba, and (B) that 
Russian military power was not clearly pres
ent in Cuba during his administration. 

By April 1961 Castro was clearly under 
the Soviet wing. On the other hand, OAS 
approval of U.S. support to an invasion had 
not been secured. Nevertheless, Mr. Ken
nedy gave the invasion the go light. But 
when he withdrew U.S. air support at the 
last moment, one reason apparently was his 
consideration for the multilateral concept 
of the Monroe Doctrine. 

NEW KENNEDY DOCTRINE 
Certainly the President no longer believes 

either the old unilateral or the new multi
lateral Monroe Doctrine relevant to the Cu
ban situation. 

Despite frequent lipservice to the Monroe 
Doctrine, both old and new. the President 
(currently using the voice of Senator HUM
PHREY) now wishes to supplant it with the 
"Kennedy Doctrine." 

What, it may be asked here, is the Ken
nedy Doctrine? An analysis of the Presi
dent's hard-core position on Cuba shows it 
to be this: 

The United States will not initiate any 
military action against a peaceful exten-

sion of power in our hemisphere or a de
fensive Soviet · military buildup in Cuba, 
but it will" consider an offensive buildup 
to be dangerous to our ·safety. And, in the 
event of an armed attack by satellite Cuba 
against the United States or any of its neigh
bors, the United States is determined not to 
wait for other OAS nations to take action
it will unilaterally counterattack the at
tackers. 

THE OLD CONTAINMENT POLICY 
Upon even closer examination, this Ken

nedy doctrine looks quite familiar. And so 
it is. The Kennedy doctrine proves to be 
the 15-year-old Truman-Eisenhower doc
trine, designed to contain Soviet Russia in 
areas outside the American hemisphere. 
The essential feature of that doctrine is, 
and always has been, nonaggression while 
maintaining the military capacity to re
taliate in kind against Communist military 
initiatives. Its informing principle is the 
military tit for tat or retaliation-the ulti
mate tit for tat being, of course, massive 
retaliation. The rationale behind the doc
trine of containment was the realistic ac
ceptance of the European satellite states as 
legitimate zones of Russian concern and 
influence. 

Stripped of its doubletalk, the Kennedy 
doctrine plunks for the application of this 
old Truman-Eisenhower containment doc
trine to our own hemisphere. Apparently 
so long as the U.S.S.R. does not use Cuba as 
an offensive base, it is now to be considered 
as a legitimate zone of Russian power. 

UNITED STATES IN A TRAP 
4. Most serious of all, the :flubbing of the 

Cuban invasion and the subsequent build
up of Castro's satellite island as a Russian 
military base within easy striking distance 
of Guantanamo, Cape Canaveral, and the 
Panama Canal, have now placed the United 
States in a global double bind. 

If America should now intervene in Cuba, 
it must do so at the risk of exposing all it s 
military bases and positions in Europe, the 
Near East, and Asia to the threat of a Rus
sian or Communist flanking attack. But, if 
it does not intervene and should serious 
trouble-short of ultimate nuclear war- be
gin in Berlin, Turkey, Iran, Laos, Vietnam, 
Formosa, or Korea, the United States now 
risks exposing the Western Hemisphere not 
only to constant Soviet reconnaissance but 
also to flanking att acks from Cuba. 

ALTERNATIVES 
The United States is now faced with t wo 

dismaying alt ernatives: To challenge Russian 
power in our hemisphere now, at the risk of 
war breaking out on other global fronts and 
(unless diplomatic concessions are made 
quickly there) escalating into world war III ; 
or to sit and wait while Soviet military power 
builds up, with the very real possibility that 
communism will t ake over large areas of 
Latin America. 

It is in this grim global perspective tha t 
the people of this Nation must now debate 
the question of whether or not intervention 
is "required or justified" in Cuba. 

In concealing the extent of our present di
lemma from the American people, the Presi
dent is denying them the right of a free peo
ple to debate crucial national issues with all 
the relevant facts before them. 

Short-range political astuteness m ay indi
cate the need to play down the size of the 
present crisis. But long-range statesmanship 
solemnly demands that the truth be told. 

What is now at stake in the decision for 
intervention or nonintervention in Cuba is 
the question not only of American prestige 
but of American survival. 

If the decision is not to intervene, then 
that ~eans the United States accepts the 
existence of Soviet military and political 
power in the West ern Hemisphere. 
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Postponing the decision to intervene will 

not make it any easier. ~ The same arguments 
which are used against intervention today 
could and would be used when Russia has 
control of half a dozen hemisphere coun
tries. 

If the United States deems that Russian 
m111tary power in this hemisphere is intoler
able, it would be the part of wisdom to say so 
clearly now, and to act accordingly. The 
vast majority of the American people, includ
ing most of the President's critics and oppo
nents, will support the President when he 
takes action. 

PHILOSOPHY OF THE KENNEDY 
ADMINISTRATION IN ITS TREAT
MENT OF COMMUNIST AGGRES
SION 
Mr. MILLER. Finally, Mr. President, 

in the September 1961 issue of Fortune 
magazine there appeared a knowledge
able article entitled "Cuba: The Record 
Set Straight," by Mr. Charles J. V. 
Murphy, senior staff writer. The article 
discloses the philosophy which has 
characterized this administration in its 
treatment of Communist aggression, 
and I believe a rereading of this article 
today would be most helpful in f ormu
lating a judgment of the policies now 
being followed with respect to the take
over of Cuba by the international Com
munist conspiracy. I ask unanimous 
consent that this article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CUBA: THE RECORD SET STRAIGHT 

(By Charles J. V. Murphy) 
Not long ago, at President Kennedy's daily 

staff meeting, the special assistant for na
tional security affairs, McGeorge Bundy, 
opened the proceedings by noting, "Sir, we 
have four matters up for discussion this 
morning." The President was not in a zest
ful mood. "Are these problems which I in
herited?" he asked. "Or are they problems 
of our own making?" "A little of both," was 
Bundy's tactful answer. 

The exchange revealed a new and saving 
hum111ty. Some days after this incident, 
Kennedy addressed the Nation on the subject 
of Berlin. The ebullience, the air ot self
assurance that marked his first months in 
office had gone. He spoke earnestly to his 
countrymen but his words were also aimed 
at Premier Khrushchev, who up to this point 
had appeared not to be listening. 'i'his time 
Kennedy did get through to Moscow; and 
any lingering doubt about the American de
termination to defend Berlin was dispelled 
by the response of the American people. The 
President's will to stand fl.rm was clear, and 
the Nation was with him. 

Nevertheless, in any full review of John 
Kennedy's first months in office, there must 
be reported a failure in administration that 
will continue to inhibit and trouble Ameri
can foreign policy until it is corrected. This 
failure raises a fair question: whether Ken
nedy has yet mastered the governmental 
machinery, whether he is well and effectively 
served by some of his close advisers, and 
whether they understand the use of power 
in world politics. The matter is of vital 
importance; in the crises that will inevitably 
arise around the world-in the Middle East, 
in Africa, in the Far East, in Central 
Europe-the U.S. Government must be in 
top form, and possibly even, as Kennedy 
himself suggested, act alone. 

Administrative confusions came to light 
most vividly in the Cuban disaster. That 

story is told here for the first time in explicit 
detail. It is told against the background of 
the U.S. reversal in Laos, which in itself 
should not be underestimated: Laos, once in 
the way of becoming a buffer for its non
Communist neighbors, is all but finished; 
now, in South Vietnam, Ngo Dinh Diem, a 
stout friend of the United States, is under 
murderous attack by Communist guerrillas; 
the U.S. loss of face is being felt from the 
Philippines to Pakistan, and in the long run 
the damage may prove to be even more costly 
than that caused by Cuba. 

Let us turn back then to the train of 
events, beginning with Laos, that culminated 
in the disaster in the Bay of Pigs. Fortune 
is publishing the account for one purpose
to set the record straight for concerned 
Americans. 

Kennedy, from the day he took office, was 
loath to act in Laos. He was confident that 
he understood the place and use of power 
in the transactions of the Nation, but he was 
baffled by this community of elephants, para
sols, and pagodas. Then, too, he brought to 
office a general surmise that our long-range 
prospects of holding the new and weak na
tions of southeast Asia in the Western camp 
were doubtfUl in the extreme. In this re
spect, he was leaning toward the Lippmann
Stevenson-Fulbright view of strategy. This 
school holds that U.S. power is overcom
mitted in southeast Asia, and that the proper 
aim for U.S. diplomacy there should be to 
reduce local frictions by molding the new 
states as true neutrals. 

The U.S. position in Laos had become acute 
while Dwight Eisenhower was still in office. 
Eisenhower must therefore bear a consider
able part of the blame for the U.S. failure; 
he let a situation go from bad to worse, and 
indeed he apologized to Kennedy for leaving 
"a mess," and that it might take the inter
vention of U.S. troops to redeem it. There 
had been a moment when the struggle in 
Laos had turned in favor of the pro-U.S. 
forces under Gen. Phoumi Nosavan, the 
former Defense Minister. In a series of small 
but decisive engagements, more by maneuver 
than by shooting, Phoumi eventually took 
the capital, Vientiane, early in December, but 
at this point the Russians intervened openly 
on the side of the Communist faction, the 
Pathet Lao. In concert with a large-scale 
push by well-trained troops from North Viet
nam, they introduced a substantial airlift 
into northern Laos (an operation that still 
is continuing). 

The collapse of the Royal Laotian Army 
then became inevitable unless the United 
States came in with at least equal weight on 
Phoumi's side. One obvious measure was to 
put the airlift out of business. The job 
could have been done by "volunteer" pilots 
and the challenge would at least have estab
lished, at not too high an initial risk for the 
United States, how far the Russians were pre
pared to go. Another measure would have 
been to bring SEATO forces into the battle, as 
the SEATO treaty provided. 

In the end, Eisenhower decided to sheer 
away from both measures. The State De
partment was opposed to stirring up India 
and the other Asian neutrals. Secretary of 
State Christian Herter agreed in principle 
that the independence of Laos had to be 
maintained, yet he was unable to bring to 
heel his own desk officers and the policy 
planners, who were apprehensive that even 
a limited military action would wreck the 
possibility of some kind of political accom
modation with Moscow. The policy shapers, 
especially in State, hung back from any se
quence of actions that might have com
mitted U.S. policy on the central issue: that 
Laos was worth fighting for. Even the mod
est additional support that the Defense De
partment tried to extend to Phoumi's u.s.
equipped battalions in the field during the 
last weeks of the Eisenhower administra
tion was diluted by reason of the codict 

between Defense and State. Under Secre
tary of Defense James Douglas was later to 
say, "By the time a message to the field had 
been composed in Washington, it had ceased 
to be an operational order and had become 
a philosophical essay." And a vexed Phoumi 
was to exclaim that the reasoning of the 
American Ambassador, Winthrop Brown, was 
beyond his simple oriental mind. "His Ex
cellency insists that my troops be rationed to 
a few rounds of ammunition per man. He 
tells me that I must not start a world war. 
But the enemy is at my throat." 

After the responsibility passed to Ken
nedy in January, Phoumi's position was still 
not completely hopeless, if he had been able 
to get adequate help. But early in March 
a sudden Communist descent drove him 
off a position commanding the principal 
highway in northern Laos. That unfortunate 
action was the turning point in his part of 
the war. For the relative ease with which 
it was done raised in Washington the ques
tion of whether Phoumi's troops had the 
will to fight. 

By then Kennedy was committed to the 
Cuba operation. He therefore now had to 
reckon with the very real possibility, were 
U.S. forces to become involved in Laos, of 
having to back off from Cuba. 

At this juncture Kennedy's foremost need 
was a clear reading of Soviet intentions. 
For this he turned to his "demonologists," 
the New Frontier's affectionate term for its 
Soviet experts. The most influential among 
them--Charles E. Bohlen, state's senior 
Sovietologist, and Ambassador Llewellyn 
Thompson at Moscow-were agreed that 
Khrushchev personally had too much respect 
for U.S. power to stir it into action, as Stalin 
had carelessly done in Korea. Yet, while 
Khrushchev was plainly indulging his pref
erence for "salami" tactics, it was impossible 
to judge how big a slice he was contemplat
ing, or whether he was being pushed by Mao 
Tse-tung. The only reading available to 
Kennedy was, in a word, ambiguous. Maybe 
Khrushchev was moving into a vacuum in 
Laos just to keep out Mao. If so, then the 
least chancy response for the United States 
was to assume that Khrushchev would be 
satisfied with a thin slice in Laos, and to ma
neuver him toward a compromise-a neutral 
government in which, say the Pathet Lao 
would have some minor representation. 

This course was urged by Secretary of State 
Dean Rusk and also was being pressed by 
Prime Minister Macmillan in London. It 
came to be known as Track Two. It was in
tended to lead to a cease-fire followed by 
negotiation. Oppositely, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff stlll believed, as they did under Eisen
hower. that the mmtary challenge demanded 
a military showdown: action by the South
east Asia Treaty Organization, under which a 
mixed allied force, including Americans 
would move into Laos and take over the de
fense of the important cities, thereby freeing 
the Royal Laotian Army to move into the 
field without risk of being sapped by sub
version in the rear. This option was labeled 
Track One, and it was favored as well by 
Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara and 
his Deputy, Roswell Gilpatric. 

While Kennedy favored Track Two and 
supported a conciliatory note that Macmillan 
sent to Moscow, he decided he also had to 
make a show of starting down Track One, in 
case the political gamble failed. He per
mitted himself a dramatic gesture. At his 
televised press conference on March 23, he 
addressed himself somberly to a . map of 
Laos-a country "far away" but in a world 
that is "small." Its independence, he went 
on, "runs with the safety of us all," and in 
language that all but told Khrushchev that 
he was in :for a fight, he implied that the 
United States was preparing to go to its de
fense. Tb.ere was, meanwhile, a tremendous 
deployment of U.S. forces in the Far East, in
volving the 7th Fleet and Marine combat 
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units on Okinawa. The Army's strategic
strike units in the United States were made 
ready. A belated effort was made to buck 
up Phoumi's forces with an increased ft.ow 
of :fighting gear. U.S. military "advisers" 
went into the field with his battalions. 
Against this background, on March 26, Ken
nedy went to Key West and met Macmillan, 
who was on a visit to the West Indies. The 
Prime Minister made it clear that Britain 
considered Laos hardly worth a war, and 
wanted no part in a SEATO action. (De 
Gaulle, in a separate exchange, had told 
Kennedy flatly that France would not fight 
in Laos.) 

From that point on, the idea of a military 
showdown in Laos looked less and less at
tractive to the President. He did issue one 
warning to the Russians that might have 
been construed as having a military tone. 
Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko 
called at the White House and Kennedy took 
him into the rose garden, beyond earshot of 
his staff, and said, "The United States does 
not intend to stand idly by while you take 
over Laos." But that was the last run along 
Track One. 

By then, Rusk was in Bangkok for a meet
ing of the SEATO powers, still hoping to 
extract from the meeting at least a strong 
statement that would condemn the Soviet 
intervention in Laos and reassert the deter
mination of the SEATO powers to defend the 
new nations of southeast Asia. In this mis
sion Rusk failed. None of the ranking Demo
cratic Congressmen, or Republican, spoke up 
in favor of intervention. Moreover, when 
Kennedy pressed the military chiefs for 
specific recommendations, he got divided an
swers. Gen. Thomas White, then Air 
Force Chief of Staff, and Adm. Arleigh 
Burke, then Chief of Naval Operations, were 
both confident that the Communist penetra
tion could be defeated and Laos saved. They 
said that since the Communists could throw 
far more manpower into the battle, the U.S. 
war plan would have to include the possible 
use of tactical nuclear weapons on a limited 
scale. They maintained, however, that a 
clear U.S. resolution to employ nuclear weap
ons, if there was a need, might in itself dis
courage further Communist penetration. 
Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Gen. 
George H. Decker, Army Chief of Staff, had 
much less confidence in the U.S. ability to 
stop the Communists. Lemnitzer expressed 
the apprehension that U.S. military action 
in Laos might be matched by Red China and 
Russia in a fast reopening of the war in 
Korea. Two such wars, by his calculation, 
might require no fewer than 20 U.S. 
divisions, more than the Army had in its 
entire order of battle, as well as general 
mobilization to support them. 

"In effect," Kennedy demanded, "you are 
telling me that I cannot do anything-with
out starting a nuclear war?" This, he swore, 
he'd never do, which by itself was a startling 
reversal of a fundamental premise of the 
Eisenhower strategy: that U.S. forces would 
have recourse to nuclear tactical weapons on 
whatever scale the pursuit of U.S. objectives 
required. The White House, while conced
ing to the Communists the option of unin
hibited escalation, would not tolerate even a 
limited escalation on the nuclear side by our 
own forces. Any military move in Laos 
therefore seemed hopeless. 

The fear of the nuclear escalation factor 
became the sanction for the policy that was 
pursued thereafter. In light of this, the 
scene of Kennedy addressing himself to the 
map of Laos, in his first public appearance 
as commander-in-chief, is now memorable 
for its fieeting revelation of a spirited man 
who was eager to present himself as a strong 
President, but who all ·too quickly turned 
unsure of his principal resource of power. 

The Chiefs, although they took different 
views of the risks of the Laos situation, were 

fundamentally agreed on a central point. 
And that was the United States had to be 
prepared to employ tactical nuclear weap
ons. But Kennedy and his civilian strate
gist.s moving away from the nuclear base of 
the Eisenhower strategy, read into their pro
fessional differences a bankruptcy of means 
and doctrine. The low esteem in which 
Kennedy began to hold the military leaders 
whom he inherited from the Eisenhower ad
ministration has not been concealed. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara is re
writing the Eisenhower strategic doctrine, in 
collaboration with the political scientists at 
the White House and State. The backing 
away from nuclear strategy, which ended in 
the U.S. retreat in Laos, is now being for
malized by McNamara. (His prescription 
will call for a conventional base for NATO 
strategy in the defense of Berlin.) 

So there was, by early April, even as Laos 
was slipping farther and farther below Ken
nedy's horizon, a breakdown of communica
tion between the political and the military 
sides of the Government, and this would 
contribute largely to the failure of Kennedy's 
next venture. 

The Cuba affair has been called the Ameri
can Suez. In the sense that Suez, too, was 
an utter fiasco, the bracketing is wryly ac
curate. There is, however, a clear difference 
between the two operations. Ill-managed as 
it was, the Suez invasion would have suc
ceeded had not Eisenhower used the in
fluence of the United States to bring three 
allies-Britain, France, and Israel-to a hu
miliating halt. (It should be recorded that 
neither Britain, France, nor Israel made any 
critical comment on the U.S. excursion in 
Cuba.) In Cuba the defeat was wholly self
inflicted. Even as the expedition was creep
ing into the Bay of Pigs, just before mid
night of April 16, the political overseers back 
in Washington were in the process of knock
ing out of the battle plan the final, irreduci
ble element needed for victory. 

If the U.S. military are without a peer in 
any one technique of warfare, it is in put
ting forces ashore across a hostile beach. 
For the Bay of Pigs, all the necessary means 
were at Kennedy's hand. It was, by the 
standards of Gen. David M. Shoup's marines, 
an elementary amphibious operation in less 
than battalion strength. And, indeed, as a 
tactical exercise, it was well devised and 
daringly and successfully led. But after the 
strategists at the White House and State had 
finished plucking it apart, it became an op
eration that would have disgraced even the 
Albanians. When Kennedy looked around 
for the blunderer, he found him everywhere 
and nowhere. Practically everybody in his 
inner group of policy movers and shakers 
had been in on the planning. Only after 
the disaster was upon them did he and his 
men realize that a venture which was essen
tially a military one had been fatally com
promised in order to satisfy political consid
erations. One not unfriendly official who 
also served under Eisenhower was later to 
observe: "Cuba was a terrific jolt to this new 
crowd because it exposed the fact that they 
hadn't really begun to understand the mean
ing and consequences of action-the use or 
misuse of power, in other words. They had 
blamed Ike's apparent inaction on indecision 
and plain laziness. Cuba taught them that 
action, any kind of serious action, is hard 
and certainly no safe business for amateurs." 

The idea for the invasion had taken root 
during the early summer of 1960. By then, 
thousands of defectors from Castro's Cuba 
were in the United States. Many of them 
were professional soldiers. The job of or- . 
ganizing and training them was given to 
the Central Intelligence Agency, as the Gov
ernment's principal mechanism for mount
ing covert operations of this sort. It be
came and remained to the end the specific 
responsibility 9f one of the CIA's top depu
ties, Richard M. Bissell, a former economist 

who is also a highly practical executive. 
Among his other first-class accomplishments, 
Bissell had masterminded the U-2 operation, 
which was, until it finally missed, as one day 
it had to, the most economical and compre
hensive innovation in espionage in modern 
times. 

Training camps for the exiles were set up 
in a district in western Guatemala offering 
some privacy. The original idea was to feed 
the recruits back into Cuba, to reinforce the 
several thousand anti-Castro guerrillas al
ready established in the mountains. Toward 
the autumn, however, a more ambitious and 
riskier project came under tentative consid
eration. Castro was organizing large forma
tions of militia and was obviously bent on 
crushing the counterrevolutionary move
ment before the Cuban populace caught fire. 
With a view to saving the movement, it was 
proposed to build up an invasion force big 
enough to seize and to hold on the Cuban 
shore a beachhead sufficiently deep for the 
expedition to proclaim a provisional govern
ment, and so provide a rallying base for the 
discontented. By this time, too, the rudi
ments of an anti-Castro air force were in 
training nearby. The planes, however, were 
all obsolete-mostly propeller-driven B-26's, 
twin-engine bombers of World War 11 vintage 
that had been redeemed from the Air Force's 
graveyard. Associated with them was a 
troop-carrying squadron with which a small 
detachment of paratroopers was training. 

During the summer and fall of 1960, Eisen
hower, from time to time, personally reviewed 
the scheme. In late November, the last time 
it came up for his comprehensive review an 
operational plan had not yet crystallized; no 
timetable for action had been set. Across 
the Potomac at the Pentagon, Under Secre
tary of Defense Douglas, who was charged 
with quasi-military operations under the 
noncommittal category of collateral cold-war 
activities, was keeping a watchful eye on the 
project, and releasing such military talent 
and gear as the CIA requisitioned. Neither 
he nor the Joint Chiefs of Staff (whose con
nection with the project remained informal 
at this stage) believed that much good would 
ft.ow from an attack made by Cubans alone. 
For one thing, the resources then available 
permitted the training of only 300 men or so, 
and the air unit had but a dozen planes. 
This was hardly enough to bring down a 
tough, well-armed regime, and Douglas re
peatedly counseled more realism in the plan
ning. Indeed, it was taken for granted by 
Douglas and the others directly concerned 
that a landing in force could not possibly 
be brought off unless the expedition was 
shepherded to the beach by the U.S. Navy 
(either openly or in disguise) , and covered 
by air power in whatever amount might be 
necessary. Eisenhower, the commander of 
Normandy, understood this well enough. 

YOU MAY HAVE TO SEND TROOPS IN 

It became obvious toward the end of 1960 
that Ike would be out of office well before 
an effective force would be ready. So the 
decision as to how big the show should be, 
and how conspicuous should be the U.S. 
share, and in what role, was no longer his 
to make. Given the relaxed attitude at the 
White House, the military chiefs also re
laxed; military concern for the enterprise 
sank to the "Indians"-from the four-star 
level to the colonels on the Joint Staff who 
had been advising the CIA in such matters 
as training and tactics. Bissell was en
couraged, on . the one hand, to go forward 
with preparations for an invasion, but he 
was cautioned to be ready to fall back to the 
more modest objective of simply generating 
a supply of reinforcements for the. anti
Castro forces in the mountains. 

Before Eisenhower was fully rid of his 
responsibility, however, a number·· of dis
quieting developments c0mbined to impart 
to the enterprise an air of emergency. It 
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was established that Castro was to start re
ceiving, early in 1961, substantial deliveries 
of Soviet jet fighters, and that pilots to man 
them were already being trained in Czecho
slovakia. From all indications, these would 
provide him, by early summer, with an air 
force that would be more than enough to 
extinguish the last chance of a successful 
invasion by Cuban exiles; it would be by all 
odds the most powerful air force in Latin 
America. Two other developments were 
scarcely less worrisome. Castro was making 
progress in his systematic destruction of his 
enemies in the mountains, upon whose co
operation the invasion counted, and there 
was no way, save by an overt air supply, to 
get guns and ammunition to them. The 
stability of the exile movement itself was, 
moreover, coming into question. Warring 
political factions threatened ·to split their 
ranks, and men who had trained long and 
painstakingly were impatient over the fail
ure of their American advisers to set a sail
ing date. The feeling took hold of them 
and their American sponsors that it was to 
be in the spring or never. 

After his election, Kennedy had been 
briefed fairly frequently on the Cuba situa
tion, along with that in Laos. As his hour 
of authority approached, the question of 
what to do about Cuba was increasingly on 
his mind. The problem had a personal angle. 
In his fourth television debate with Richard 
Nixon, he had sharply blamed the Eisen
hower administration for permitting com
munism to seize a base there, "only 90 miles 
off the coast of the United States." He dis
cussed Cuba, along with Laos, at length in 
both of his pre-inaugural talks with Eisen
hower, and by his stipulation. Ike was in
clined to rank Cuba below Laos in terms of 
urgency, but Cuba clearly worried him. In 
their second conversation Ike said: "It's 
already a bad situation. You may have to 
send troops in." 

THE FIRST NECESSITY: CONTROL OF THE AIR 

On taking office, Kennedy at once called 
for a detailed briefing on the condition and 
prospects of the U.S.-fostered operation. 
This information was supplied by Allen W. 
Dulles, the Director of the CIA, and by 
Bissell. After Kennedy had heard them out 
he ·decided that he had to have from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff a technical opinion of 
the feasibility of the project. It is at this 
point that the locus of responsibility begins 
to be uncertain. 

The operation was not a Department of 
Defense responsibility. Only once before, in 
early January, had the chiefs formally re
viewed the plan, at Eisenhower's invitation. 
Now they were asked only for an apprecia
tion of its validity. The enterprise, more
over, had expanded considerably in scope and 
aim in the past few months. With more 
than 100,000 Cuban refugees in the United 
States, recruiting had stepped up, and the 
organizers were at this point aiming at a 
landing force of about 1,000 men. An opera
tional plan for a landing on the south coast 
of Cuba, near the town of Trinidad, was 
finally beginning to jell. There the country 
was open, with good roads leading into the 
Escambray Mountains and the needed link
up with the indigenous guerrHlas. Also 
cranked in to the plan were ingenious 
schemes-a barrage of radio broadcasts from 
nearby islands and showers of pamphlets 
from airplanes-intended to galvanize the 
anti-Castro Cubans in the cities and villages 
into demonstrations as the invaders struck. 
It was never explicitly claimed by the CIA 
that a general uprising was immediately in 
the cards; the intention was to sow enough 
chaos during the first hours to prevent 
CMtro from smashing the invasion on the 
beach. Once the beachhead was consoli
dated, however, and if fighting gear went for
ward steadily to the guerrillas elsewhere in 
Cuba, the planners were confident that a 
mass revolt could be stimulated. 

Finally, the plan -still assumed that U.S. 
mi:litary help wolild be on call during the 
landing. Castro's alt force consisted of not 
quite twoscore planes-a dozen or so obso
lete B-26's, plus about the same number of 
obsolete British Sea Furies, also slow, 
propeller-driven airplanes. But in addition 
there were seven or eight T-33 jet trainers, 
the remnants of an earlier U.S. transaction 
with the Batista government, so the force 
was not the pushover it appeared at first 
glance. Armed with rockets, these jets 
would be more than a match in a battle for 
the exiles• B-26's. The scheme was to de
stroy them on the ground in advance of the 
landing, by a series of attacks on Castro's 
a irfields; should the T-33's escape the first 
surprise blow, there would be ample oppor
tunity to catch them later on the ground 
while they were being refueled after an 
action. In any event, a U.S. carrier would 
be close by, below the horizon, and one or 
two of its t actical jets could presumably sup
ply whatever quick and trifling help might 
be required in an emergency. 

It stood to reason that, considering how 
small the landing party was, the success of 
the operation would hinge on the B-26's 
controlling the air over the beachhead. And 
the margins that the planners accepted were 
narrow to begin with. The B-26's were to 
operate from a staging base in a Central 
American country more than 500 miles from 
.Cuba. The round trip would take better 
than 6 hours, and that would leave the 
planes with fuel -for only 45 minutes 
of action, for bombing and air cover, over 
Cuba. In contrast, Castro's air force could 
be over the beachhead and the invaders' 
ships in a matter of minutes, which would 
increase his relative air advantage manifold. 
Hence the absolute necessity of knocking out 
Castro's airpower, or at least reducing it to 
impotence, ·by the time the ground battle 
was joined. 

This, in general terms, was the plan the 
chiefs reviewed for Kennedy. The assump
tions concerning the possibilities of an anti
Castro uprising not being in their jurisdic
t ion, they took these at face value. They 
judged the tactical elements sound and, in
deed, they accorded the operation a high 
probability of success. They were allowed to 
appraise the training and the equipment of 
the forces. A team of officers was sent to 
Guatemala. On the basis of its report, the 
chiefs made several recommendations, but 
again their assessment was favorable. 

Late in January, Kennedy authorized the 
CIA to lay on the invasion plan, but he 
warned that he might call the whole opera
tion off if he had· a change of mind as to 
its wisdom. D-day was tentatively fixed for 
March 1 but this proved impossible to meet. 
For one thing, it took some time to organize 
the quarrelsome exiles in New York and 
Miami into a workable coalition that would 
sponsor the expedition. For another, it was 
decided that a battalion of about 1,400 men 
was needed to secure a beachhead, and that 
the force, w;l:lich called itself the Cuban 
Brigade, should be beefed up generally. In 
consequence of these developments, the tar
get date kept slipping until it finally came 
firm as April 17. 

It has since been reported that the Presi
dent was inwardly skeptical of the opera
tion from the start but just why has never 
been clear-whether he judged the force too 
small to take on Castro, or because he was 
reluctant to take on so soon a nastry job that 
was bound to stir up an international rukus, 
however it came out. Some of his closest 
advisers, in any case, were assailed by sink
ing second thoughts. What bothered them 
was the "immorality" of masked aggression. 
They recoiled from having the U.S. employ 
subterfuge in striking down even so dan
gerous an adversary as Castro, and they were 
almost unanimously opposed to having the 
U.S. do the job in the open. Even with the 
best of luck, there would certainly be a flutter 

among the six leading Latin-American states, 
which, with the exception of Venezuela, had 
refused to lend themselves to any form of 
united action against Castro. And the reper
cussion would scarcely be less embarrassing 
among the neutralists of Asia and Africa, 
whose good opinion Kennedy's advisers were 
most eager to cultivate. And so the empha
sis at the White House and State began 
to move away from a concern with the mil
itary considerations-the things needed to 
make the enterprise work-and to become 
preoccupied with tinkerlngs they hoped 
would soften its political impact on the 
neutral nations. 

THE DISMEMBERING BEGINS 

The immorality of the intervention found 
its most eloquent voice before the President 
during a meeting in the State Department 
on April 4, only 13 days before the date set 
for the invasion. (Stewart Alsop told part 
of the story in a recent issue of the Saturday
Evening Post.) The occasion was Bissell's 
final review of the operation, and practically 
everybody connected with high strategy was 
on hand-Secretary of State Rusk, Secretary 
of Defense McNamara, Secretary of the 
Treasury Douglas Dillon, General Lemnitzer, 
CIA Chief Allen Dulles, as well as Bundy, 
Paul Nitze, Kennedy's specialist on strategic 
planning at the Pentagon, Thomas Mann, 
then Assistant Secretary of State for Latin 
American Affairs, and three of Kennedy's 
specialists in Latin American matters-Adolf 
Berle, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., and Rich
ard Goodwin. There was also one outsider, 
Senator William Fulbright, chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, who 
had been Kennedy's favorite choice for Sec
retary of State, and whose support he 
wanted. After Bissell had completed his 
briefing and Dulles had summed up the 
risks and prospects, Fulbright spoke and 
denounced the proposition out of hand: it 
was the wrong thing for the United States to 
get involved in. 

Kennedy chose not to meet this issue. 
Instead, he quickly noted certain practical 
considerations and then, going around the 
table, he asked various of his advisers 
whether they thought the operation should 
go forward. Without exception, the answer 
was, yes. Berle was particularly outspoken. 
He declared that "a power confrontation" 
with communism in the Western Hemisphere 
was inevitable anyhow. As for this enter
prise, "Let 'er rip" was his counsel. Mann, 
who previously had been on the fence, now 
spoke up for the operation. Rusk, too, said 
he was for it, in answer to the President's 
direct question, but as would presently be 
manifest, he privately had no heart for it. 
Two other men among the President's senior 
foreign policy advisers, not present at the 
meeting shared Fulbright's feelings: Under 
Secretary of State Chester Bo\vles, and Adlai 
Stevenson, with the United Nations in New 
York, who soon came to know in a general 
way that something distasteful was afoot. 
In deference to these views, Kennedy-either 
at the meeting or soon afterward-made two 
separate .rulings that were to contribute to 
the fatal dismemberment of the whole plan. 
First, U.S. airpower would not be on call at 
any time: the obsolescent B-26's flown by 
"our" Cubans would be on their own. Sec
ond, the B-26's could be used in only two 
strikes before the invasion-first on D
minus-2-days (April 15) and again on the 
morning of the landing. Although these 
limitations clearly lengthened the risks , 
Lemnitzer did not dispute them, nor did 
Bissell's own military advisers; they were 
confident that if the B-26's missed the T-33's 
on the first go, they would surely catch them 
on the second. 

During the few remaining days, Kennedy 
drew his circle of advisers more tightly 
around him. Apart from Bundy and Rostow, 
the only White House advisers who remained 
privy to the development of the operation 
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were the Latin-American experts-Adolf 
Berle and Schlesinger. Lemnitzer and, of 
course, Allen DUiles were in and out of 
Kennedy's office. But the doubts of Rusk 
and Fulbright and of others were all the 
while imperceptibly converging on the Pres
ident and, bit by bit, an operation that was 
marginal to begin wtth was so truncated 
as to guarantee its failure. 

The embarkation of the expedition was 
scheduled to start on April 10. This · was, 
in itself, quite a job. Some half-dozen small 
steamers were collected for the first move
ment, together with a number of tactical 
landing craft. The takeoff point was a port 
on the Caribbean, several hundred miles 
from the training area in Guatemala, and 
the transfer of the Cuban Brigade was done 
by air and at night, through 4 nights, in 
the interest of secrecy. The gear aboard the 
ships ·was enough to supply the landing force 
through 10 days of battle, and also to equip 
the thousands of guerrillas expected to be 
recruited after the beachhead was gained. 

Only a week before the embarkation, and 
indeed only a day or so before the last go
around at the State Department, another 
serious change was made in the invasion 
plan. At the insistence of the State Depart
ment, Trinidad was eliminated as the target 
landing area. State's reasons were complex. 
Rusk decided that the entire operation had 
to be kept "unspectacular" and minimize 
the overtness of the U.S. role .as much as 
possible. That required shifting the attack 
to a less populated and less accessible area, 
where Castro's reaction might be slower and 
less effective. Rusk and his own advisers 
were also anxious to be rid at all possible 
speed of the incubus of responsibility for 
mounting the operation in Central America, 
anxious that the B-26's should be based as 
rapidly as possible on Cuba. The only vul
nerable airfield capable of taking the planes 
was one in poor condition near the Bay of 
Pigs, on the Zapata Peninsula, about 100 
miles to the west of Trinidad. Here the 
countryside was quite deserted and, to suc
ceed at all, the invaders had to seize and 
hold two narrow causeways leading across 
a swamp that was impassable on either side. 
These actions did not end the last-minute 
curtailments directed by the White House. 
Even the arrangements for arousing the 
Cuban populace and trying to stampede Cas
tro's militia with leaflet raids and radio
broadcasts were struck from the plan, and 
again because State was afraid that they 
would be too obvious a showing of the U.S. 
hand. On April. 12, while the convoy was 
heading north, Kennedy was impelled to an
nounce at a press· conference that the U.S. 
would not intervene with force in Cuba. 
Rusk made sure the idea got home by re
peating the same guarantee on the morn
ing of the invasion. The effect of this was 
to serve notice 6n the Cubans in Cuba, who 
were known to be waiting for an encourag
ing signal from the United States, that what- . 
ever they might be tempted to try would be 
at their own risk. 

THE POLITICIANS TAKE COMMAND 

Clear to the end, Kennedy retained tight 
control of the enterprise. As each new se
quence of action came up for his fina-1 ap
proval-the go signal for the embarkation, 
then for the preinvasion air strike on the 
morning of April 15, he came to his de
cisions quickly and .firmly. All the way, 
however, he reserved the option to stop the 
landing short of the beach. He kept asking 
how late the· enterprise might be reversed 
without making it look as if Castro had 
called an American bluff. He was told: 
noon on Sunday, April 16, when the invasion 
force would be 11 hours of steaming from 
the Bay of Pigs. The Sunday deadline found 
Kennedy in the Virginia countryside,. at 
Glen Ora; only then did he raise his .finger 
from the hold button. As he did so, he noted 
with relief that no other unfavorable fac-

tors had m 'aterialized. He was mistaken. 
At dawn of the day before, by the timetable, 
the B-26's, having :flown undetected t:q.rough 
the night from their Central American 
staging base, appeared over Cuba and bombed 
the three fields on which Castro's ready ·~tr 
was deployed. (The attack was, on the 
whole, highly successful. Half of Castro's 
B-26's and Sea Furies, and four of his T-33 
jets were blown up or damaged and so re
moved from the imminent battle.) The story 
was put out that Castro's own pilots, in the 
act of defecting, had attacked their own air
fields. This was a gloss, to say the least; 
the attackers were indeed defectors from 
Castro, but they had defected long before. 
Later that afternoon, at the United Nations, 
after the Cuban Foreign Minister Raul Roa 
had charged that the attack was "a prolog" 
to a U.S. invasion, Adlai Stevenson arose 
and swore that the planes were Castro's. 

From this hapless moment on, Stevenson's 
role becomes unclear. There was a subse
quent published report that he intervened to 
block the second strike. Stevenson has :flatly 
denied, and continues to deny, that. he even 
knew about the second strike, let alone that 
he demanded that it be called off. But there 
was little doubt about his unhappiness over 
the course of events in the Caribbean and he 
conveyed these feelings to Washington. Be
fore Sunday was over Bundy was to :fly to 
New York, .to see Stevenson (Bundy said) and 
still wearing, in his haste to be off, sneakers 
and sports clothes. This sudden errand fol
lowed a shattering order that went out to 
Bissell. 

It was Sunday evening, only some 8 hours 
after Kennedy has given "the go-ahead." In 
the first dark, the expedition was even then 
creeping toward the Cuban shore. In Bis
sell's office there was a call on the White 
House line. It was Bundy, being even crisper 
than usual: the B-26's were to stand down, 
there was to be no air strike in the morning, 
this was a Presidential order. Secretary of 
State Rusk was now acting for the President 
in the situation. If Bissell wished to make 
a "reclama" (federalese for appeal), it could 
be done through Rusk. 

Bissell was stunned. In Allen Dulles' ab
sence (he was in Puerto Rico), he put his 
problem up to CIA Deputy Director Charles 
Cabell, an experienced airman. Together 
they went to the State Department to urge 
Rusk to reconsider a decision that, in their 
judgment, would put the enterprise in ir
retrievable peril. Cabell was greatly wor
ried about the vulnerability to air attack 
first of the ships and then of the troops on 
the beach. Rusk was not impressed. The 
ships, he suggested, could unload and re
tire to the open sea before daylight; as for 
the troops ashore being unduly inconven
enced by Castro's air, it had been his experi
ence as a colonel in the Burma theater, he 
told the visitors, that air attack could be 
more of a nuisance than a danger. One fact 
he made absolutely clear: Military consid
erations had overruled the political when 
the D-minus-two strike had been laid on; 
now political considerations were taking over. 
While they were talking, Rusk telephoned 
the President at Glen Ora to say that Cabell 
and Bissell were at his side, and that they 
were worried about the cancellation of the 
strike. Rusk, at one point, put his hand 
over the mouthpiece, and asked Cabell 
whether he wished to speak to the President. 
Cabell shook his head. Perhaps that was 
his mistake; it was certainly his last · chance 
to appeal a lamentable decision. But Bundy 
had made ~t clear that Rusk was acting for 
the President, and Cabell is a professional 
military man, trained to take orders after the 
facts had been argued with the man in com
mand. 

On their return to the office, Bissell flashed 
orders to the B-26 commander at the staging 
field, more than 500 miles from the Bay of 
Pigs. The force got the changed orders 

shortly -before midnight, only ·half an hour 
or so before they were scheduled to depart; 
the bomb bays were already loaded and the 
crews were aboard. Meanwhile the planes 
carrying the paratroopers had taken off, and 
the first assault barges, still unobserved, 
were even the.n approaching the beaches. 

TUESDAY, THE TURNING POINT 

Past midnight, in the early watches, Bis
sell and Cabell restudied the battle plan, 
while signals of consternation welled up from 
their men far to the south. At 4 o'clock, 
less than an hour before first light on the 
CUban shore, Cabell went back to Rusk with 
another proposal. It was manifestly impos
sible for the brigade's small force of B-26's 
(only 16 were operational) to provide effec
tiye air cover for the ships from their dis
tant base against· jets that could reach the 
ships in minutes. Cabell now asked wheth
er, if the ~hips were to pull back of the 
3- or 12-mile limit-whichever distance U.S. 
legal doctrine held to be the beginnings of 
international water-the U.S.S. Boxer, a car
rier on station about 50 miles from the Bay 
of Pigs, could be instructed to provide cover 
for them. Rusk said no and this time Ca
b~ll finally took advantage of the reclama 
that Bundy had extended to Bissell. The 
President was awakened. Cabell registered 
his concern. The answer still was no. 

Shortly after that, on Monday morning, 
April 17, Brig. Ge.n. Chester Clifton, the 

· President's military aide, received word that 
the Cuban brigade had landed. They had 
little chance. They were . without the rang
ing fire power that the B-26's with their 
bombs and machine guns had been expected 
tO apply against Castro's tanks and artillery 
as they wheeled up. Castro's forces came up 
fast. He still had four jets left, and they 
were indeed armed with powerful rockets. 
He used them well against the ships in ·the 
bay. Before the morning was done, he had 
sunk two transports, aboard which was the 
larger part of the reserve stocks of ammuni
tion, and driven off two others, with the 
rest of the stock. 

Now Kennedy and his strategists became 
alarmed. About noon on Monday, Bissell 
was told that the B-26's could attack Castro's 
airfields at will. Orders went to the staging 
base for a major attack next morning. But 
the orders came too late. Most of the pilots 
have been in the air for upwards of 18 hours 
in an unavailing effort to keep Castro's 
planes off the troops and the remaining 
ships. That night a small force was scratched 
together. It was over Cuba at dawn, only to 
find the fields hidden by low, impenetrable 
fog. Nothing came of the try. 

Tuesday, the second day, was the turning · 
point. The men ashore had fought bravely 
and gained their planned objectives. They 
had even seized and bulldozed the airfield. 
But they were desperately short of ammuni
tion and food, and . under the pressure of 
Castro's superior fire power and numbers 
they were being forced back across the beach; 
three B-26's trying to help them were shot 
down. 

Two small landing craft had made ren
dezvous with two remaining supply ships 
and taken on ammunition and rations; but, 
from where they were, they could not reach 
the beach until after daybreak, at which 
time Castro's jets were certain to get them. 
There remained still one last clear chance to 
make the thing go. Boxer was still on sta
tion. The release of a few of its jets simply 
for air cover should see the two crafts safely 
to the shore. 

DEFEAT IS AN ORPHAN 

That night Kennedy was caught up in a 
White House reception, a white-tie affair, 
for Congress and the members of his Cabinet. 
He was informed by an aid that I:lissell 
wished to see him. The President ·asked 
Bissell to c<'>me 'to the White House. Calls 
went out· to the other ·principals-to Rusk, 
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who had been entertaining the Greek Pre
mier at a formal dinner at the State _Depart
ment, to McNa.Inara, General Lemnitzer, 
Admiral Burke. 

They gathered in the President's office 
shortly after midnight. One of the partici
pants recalls: "Two men dominated that 
singular occasion-the President and Bissell. 
Bissell was in the unhappy posture of having 
to present the views of an establishment 
that had been overtaken by disaster. He 
did so with control, with dignity, and with 
clarity." Bissell made it plain that the ex
pedition was at the point of no return; un
less U.S. airpower was brought forward, the 
men on the beach were doomed. In sub
stance, he asked that the Boxer's planes be 
brought into the battle to save the opera
tion. Rusk still would not have this. Sev
eral others were also opposed, including the 
President's personal staffers. Burke vouched 
for the worth of Bissell's proposition. The 
discussion with the President lasted until 
2 a.m. Its outcome was a singular compro
mise. Jets from the Boxer would provide 
cover next morning for exactly 1 hour-from 
6: 30 to 7: 30 a.m., just long enough for the 
ships to run into the shore and start un
loading, and for the remaining B-26's to get 
in a hard blow. 

Next morning, through an incredible mis
chance, the B-26's were over Cuba half an 
hour ahead of schedule. Boxer's jets were 
still on the flight deck. But Castro's jets 
were ready. Two of the B-26's were shot 
down; others were hit and forced to abort. 
That was the melancholy end. At 2:30 that 
afternoon, Bissell received word from one of 
his men aboard a ship in the Bay of Pigs: 
remnants of the landing force were in the 
water and under fire. There was a final 
message from the gallant brigade command
er ashore to this effect, "I have nothing left 
to fight with and so cannot wait. Am 
headed for the swamp." Bissell went to the 
White House to report the end. Kennedy 
gave orders for a destroyer to move into the 
bay and pick up as many men as it could. 
It was no Dunkirk. Only a few men of the 
1,400 were saved. 

"Victory," Kennedy noted some days later, 
"has a hundred fathers, and defeat is an 
orphan." Yet, for all Kennedy's outward 
calmness at this moment of defeat, he was 
never, after it, quite the same. Speaking 
before the American Society of Newspaper 
Editors, a grave President said, "There are 
from this sobering episode useful lessons for 
all to learn." 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MANSFIELD 
AS MAJORITY LEADER 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the statement I am about to make is not 
on this particular point, but I promise 
it will not take more than a minute. 
This will be the last time I will avail my
self of the floor in this session, and I 
wanted to comment briefly on the lead
ership of Senator MANSFIELD in this Con
gress. 

I have been a little tired of reading 
in the press about the lack of ability 
of Senator MANSFIELD in the leadership 
of this body. I am also growing a little 
tired of reading about the so-called lead
ership of his predecessor. While it was 
leadership, it was leadership of a differ
ent kind. I personally prefer to work 
under the leadership of a man like Sen
ator MANSFIELD, who reminds me of the 
man I have always consjdered a real 
leader, the late George Patton. 

During the early days of World War 
II, when he was training his armored 
troops on the deserts of Arizona and 

southern California, it was my privilege 
to fly missions against his soldiers to see 
how well they could protect themselves 
from air attack. We would attend cri
tiques in the evening, and I will never 
forget, as long as I live, his definition of 
leadership. He would hold a China 
plate in his hand, which was then very 
new to GI's, and he had on it a wet 
noodle. He tried to push it, and it would 
go nowhere. Then he would put his two 
fingers around the noodle and pull it 
across the plate. He said, "Gentlemen, 
you have to pull a noodle; you can't push 
it." 

• That is the kind of leadership we have 
had under Senator MANSFIELD. I am 
happy to work under that kind of leader
ship, rather than under a whip, a six 
gun, or the butt of something hard, or 
a threat. This is the kind of leadership 
that gets the best out of men and women 
and produces the best for the country. 

I did not want the session to end with
out my standing up to def end a fellow 
westerner, even though he be of the 
opposite party, from attacks of people 
of the press who have assailed his leader
ship. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE 
BUILDINQS ACT, 1926, AUTHORIZ
ING ADDITIONAL APPROPRIA
TIONS 

ized, there was appropriated by the Con
gress in 1961 and 1962 · respective 
amounts of $4,500,000 and $4,650,000 un
der Public Law 480, providing a total 
availability of $250,775,000. 

Mr. President, I believe it is important 
to keep in mind that the actual dollar 
expenditures made in connection with 
the Foreign Buildings Program have 
averaged less than $1 million per year 
since 1926, when the Foreign Service 
Buildings Act was enacted. The balance 
of the appropriations made for this pro
gram, which averaged approximately $6 
million per year, were used to purchase 
foreign currencies from the U.S. Treas
ury. Moreover, the Committee on For
eign Relations has been assured by the 
Department of State that it will con
tinue to use U.S.-owned foreign curren
cies and credits in carrying out its 
Foreign Service buildings program when
ever those currencies and credits are 
available. 

According to the Department of State, 
of the $53,899,000 authorized by H.R. 
11880, approximately $40 million, or 74 
percent, is expected to be financed in 
U.S.-owned foreign currencies. In addi
tion, of the total dollar requirement, 
amounting to less than $14 million, it 
is anticipated that only $6 million will 
be expended outside the United States. 
The balance of the dollar expenditures 
will be used for salaries, travel, other 
administrative expenses, .and purchases 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I in the United States of American-made 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate building equipment, appliances, and fur
resume the consideration of Calendar No. niture and furnishings for our projects 
1887, House bill 11880, to amend the For- abroad. I should point out, the Depart
eign Service Buildings Act, 1926, to au- ment anticipates that the program en
thorize additional appropriations. visaged under H.R. 11880 will result in 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·Is there an annual savings in leased quarters 
objection? alone of $862,000. Of this amount, over 

There being no objection, the Senate $700,000 annually would relate to the 
resumed the consideration of the bill new African countries. 
<H.R. 11880) to amend the Foreign Serv- During its consideration of H.R. 11880, 
ice Buildings Act, 1926, to authorize ad- the Committee on Foreign Relations ap
ditional appropriations, and for other proved an amendment, cosponsored by 
purposes, which had been reported from Senators FULBRIGHT and MoNRONEY, 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, which prohibits future construction of 
with an amendment. foreign chanceries in one-family de-

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be- tached residential areas in the District 
fore we get to the committee amend- of Columbia. As originally introduced, 
ment, which I believe is controversial, I the amendment would have prohibited 
wish to state that the main purpose of foreign governments from locating their 
H.R. 11880 is to authorize an appropria- chanceries in all residential areas in the 
tion of $53,899,000 for the purchase of District of Columbia. However, repre
U.S.-owned foreign currencies and ex- sentatives of the Department of State 
penditure in connection with a 2-year urged the committee to modify the 
Foreign Service buildings program. Of amendment so that chanceries might be 
this amount, not to exceed $22,093,000 . constructed in certain residential dis
may be used for maintenance, repairs, tricts other than those areas designated 
and other operating expenses. In addi- as one-family detached dwelling dis
tion, the bill provides that "to the maxi- tricts. Such areas would include those 
mum extent feasible" foreign curren- predominantly occupied by apartments, 
cies owned by or owed to the United row houses, and semidetached homes, 
States shall be used for carrying out the where chanceries would be permitted to 
~urposes of the Foreign Service build- locate, provided it can be shown that 
mgs program. those areas are not already overcrowded. 

In this connection, since the · enact- In view of the position taken by the De
ment of the Foreign Service Buildings partment of State, the Committee on 
Act of 1926, $241,625,000 has been au- Foreign Relations modified the Ful
thorized and appropriated through the bright-Monroney proposal so as to pro
fiscal year 1962. Of this total, $209,100,- hibit future location of chanceries only 
000, or 86% percent, was used to pur- in areas designated as one-family de
chase U.S.-owned foreign currencies tached dwelling districts. 
from the U.S. Treasury, and the balance Incidentally, enactment of this pro
of $32,525,000 was in United States dol- posed legislation is not intended to have 
lars. In addition to the total author- a retroactive effect. Legally authorized 
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construction which has actually begun 
would not be affected by this bill. 

Mr. President, the Department of 
State advised the Committee on Foreign 
Relations that the enactment of H.R. 
11880 during this session of Congress is 
absolutely necessary, in order to provide 
authority to continue without break the 
foreign ~uildings program. As the De
partment pointed out, the appropria
tions authorized by the bill are req·.iired 
in order to maintain the realty holdings 
which the United States already owns 
throughout the world, as well as for the 
acquisition and construction of buildings 
abroad, especially in the new African 
countries. 
· In his letter of transmittal requesting 
this legislation, the Secretary of State, 
Mr. Dean Rusk, stated that many of our 
personnel at posts abroad are working 
and living in accommodations far be
low the standards considered minimum 
in the United States. This is particu
larly true, he said, at certain posts in 
Asia and Africa. 

Approximately one-third of the 
amount authorized by H.R. 11880 for 
construction and acquisition is for spe
cial requirements at new posts in Africa, 
and, as the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions observed in its report on this legis
lation-

If our Foreign Service personnel are to 
have facilities available in this area of the 
world where it is imperative that we have 
adequate representation, it is essential that 
this bill be approved without delay. 

Mr. President. I hope the Members of 
the Senate will agree that there is an 
urgent need for funds with which to car
ry on our foreign buildings program, 
and that they will pass H.R. 11880 as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. President, this bill was given very 
careful consideration by the Foreign Re
lations Committee. 

I understand that the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MORSE] has two amend
ments which he will offer. They have 
been discussed with the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. I also understand that 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNA
MARA] has an amendment which he 
wishes to offer. 

In order to expedite the handling of 
the business of the Senate, and because 
I realize that the Senator from Michi
gan, the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GOLDWATER] , and other Senators have 
been waiting some time for the bill to be 
reached, I suggest that the Senator from 
Michigan offer his amendment now, and 
that then the Senator from Arizona off er 
his amendment, and that then the 
Senate consider the Morse amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Minnesota request that 
the committee amendment be tempo
rarily passed over? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, Mr. Presi
dent; I ask unanimous consent that the 
committee amendment be temporarily 
passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr . . President, I 
make this request in order that the Sen
ator from Michigan, .the Senator from 
Arizona, and the Senator from Oregon 

may submit their amendments at this 
time. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr.. President, I 
off er the amendment which I ·send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·The 
amendment of the Senator from Michi
gan will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
after line 3, it is proposed to insert "title 
I"; and on page 6, after line 18, to insert 
the fallowing: 

TITLE II 

That this title m ay be cit ed as the "Equal 
Pay Act of 1962". 

Declaration of pur pose 
SEC. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds t nat 

the existence in industries engaged in com
merce or in the production of goods for 
commerce of wage differentials based on 
sex-

( 1) depresses wages and living standards 
for employees; 

(2) prevents the maximµm utilization of 
the available labor resources; 

(3) tends to cause labor disputes, thereby 
burdening, affecting, and obstructing com
merce; 

( 4) burdens commerce and the free flow of 
goods in commerce; and 

(5) constitutes an unfair method of copi
petition. 

(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy 
of this title, through exercise by Congress of 
its power to regulate commerce among the 
several States and with foreign nations, to 
correct the conditions above referred to in 
such industries. 

Definitions 
SEc. 3. When used in this title-
(a) "Person" means an individual, part

nership, association, corporation, business 
trust, legal representative, or any organized 
group of persons. 

(b) "Commerce" means trade, commerce, 
transportation, transmission, or communica
tion among the several States or between 
any State and any place outside thereof and 
shall include United States congressional 
office staffs and United States congressional 
committee staffs, notwithstanding the num
ber of persons employed in such offices. 

(c) "Goods" means goods (including ships 
and m arine equipment) , wares, products, 
and commodities, merchandise, or articles or 
subjects of commerce of any character, or 
any part or ingredient thereof but does not 
include goods after their delivery into the 
actual physical possession of the ultimate 
consumer thereof other than a producer, 
manufacturer, or processor thereof. 

(d) "Produced" means produced, manu
factured, mined, handled, or in any other 
manner worked on in any State; and for 
the purposes of this title an employee shall 
be deemed to h ave been engaged in the pro
duction of goods if such employee was em-

. ployed in producing, m anufacturing, min
ing, h andling, transporting, or in any other 
manner working on such goods, or in any 
closely related process or occupation directly 
essential to the product ion thereof, in any 
State. 

(e) "Employ" includes to suffer or per-
mit t9 work. _ 

(f) "Employer" includes any person acting 
directly or indirectly in the interest of an 
employer in relation to an employee, includ
ing having the authority to hire, dismiss, 
and control the work of such employee but 
shall not include the United States except 
with respect to United States congre~sional 
office staffs and United States congressional 
committee staffs, or any State or political 
subdivision of a State, any labor organiza
tion (other than when acting as an employ
er), or anyone acting in the capacity of 
officer or agent of such labor organization, 

or any person h aving fewer than twenty.
five employees in any place of employment. 

(g) "Employee" includes any individual 
employed -by an employer. ~ 

(h) "Wage" paid to any employee includes 
the reasonable cost, as ·determined by t he 
Secretary, to the employer of furr).ishing· such 
employee 'with board, lodging, of .other fa
cilities, if such board, lodging,_ or other fa
ci11ties are customarily furnished by such 
employer to his employees: J'rov ideCf,, That 
the ·Secretary is authorized . to determine 
the fair value of such board, lodging, or 
other facilities for defined classes of em
ployees and in defined areas, based on aver
age cost to the employer or to groups of 
employers similarly situated, or average value 
to groups of employees, or other appropria te 
measures of fair value. Such evaluations, 
where applicable and pertinent, shall be used 
in lieu of actual measure of cost in deter
mining the wages paid to any employee. 

(i) ·"State" includes a State of the United 
Stat'es, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, 
Wake Island, the Canal Zone, and Outer 
Continental Shelf lands defined in the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act. 

(j) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Labor. 

(k) "Labor organization" means any or
ganization of any kind, or any agency or em
ployee representation committee or plan, in 
which employees participate and which exists 
for the purpose, in whole or in part, of deal
ing with employers concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of p ay, hours of 
employment, or conditions of work. 
Prohi biti on of wage rate differentia l based 

on sex 
SEc. 4. No employer having employees· en

gaged in commerce or in the production of 
goods for commerce shall discriminate, in 
any place of employµient in which his em
ployees are so engaged, between employees 
on the basis of sex by paying wages to any 
employee at a rate less than the rate at 
which he pays wages to any employee of the 
opposite sex in such place of employmen t 
for equal work on jobs the performance of 
which requires equal skills, except where 
such payment is made pursuant to a senior
ity or merit increase · system or a bona fide 
job classification program which does not 
discriminate on the basis of sex or where 
such payment is attributable to ascertain
able and specific added costs resulting from 
employment of the opposite sex. No labor 
organization, or its agents, representing em
ployees of such an employer _ shall cause or 
attempt to cause such an employer to dis
criminate against an employee in violation 
of this title. No .such employer and no 
such labor organization shall discharge, 
cause . to be discharged, discipline, or other 
wise discriminate against any employee on 
account of any action taken by such em
ployee to invoke, enforce, or assist in an y 
manner in the enforcement of the provision s 
of this title . 

Administrat i on 
SEC. 5. (a ) The Secretary shall have au

thority to prescribe rules and regulations 
necessary for the administration of this title. 
In any action or proceeding based on any 
alleged violation of this title, a person 
charged with such alleged violation shall 
have all defenses otherwise available, and no 
person shall be subject to .any liability or 
punishment for or on -account of the com
missi'On by such person of an unlawful dis
criminatory practice prohibited by this title 
if he pleads and proves that the act or omis
sion complained ·9f _was in good faith, in 
conformity with, and in reliance on, any 
written interpretation or opinion of the Sec
retary or his representative. Such a defense, 
if established, shall be a bar ·to the action or 
proceeding, notwithstanding that after such 
act or omission, such interpretation or opin-
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ion ls modified or rescinded or is determined 
by judicial authority to be invalid or of no 
legal effect. 

(b) In connection with any investigation 
of a charge filed by the Secretary under sec
tion 6, the Secretary or his representative 
may enter and inspect such places and such 
records (and make such transcriptions 
thereof), question such employees, and in
vestigate such facts, conditions, practices, 
and matters as he may deem necessary or ap
propriate to determine whether any person 
has violated any provision of this title, or 
which may aid in the enforcement of the 
provisions of this title. 

(c) For the purposes of any investigation 
conducted under this title, the provisions of 
sections 9 and 10 of the Federal Trade Com
mission Act of September 16, 1914, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 49, 60), shall be ap
plicable to the jurisdictions, powers, and 
duties of the Secretary or any officers desig
nated by him, except that the attendance 
of a witness may not be required outside of 
the State where he is found, resides, or trans
acts business, and the production of evidence 
may not be required outside the State where 
such evidence is kept. 

Enforcement 
SEC. 6. (a) Whenever it is charged in writ

ing under oath by or on behalf of a person 
claiming to be aggrieved that an employer 
or a labor organization has en1?4aged in a dis
criminatory practice prohibited by section 4, 
the Secretary shall file a written charge (set
ting forth the facts upon which it is based) 
and shall furnish such employer or labor or
ganization (hereinafter referred to as the 
"respondent") with a copy of such charge 
and shall make an investigation of such 
charge. If the Secretary determines, after 
such investigation, that such respondent has 
engaged in a discriminatory practice prohib
ited by section 4, he shall endeavor to elim
inate any unlawful discriminatory practice 
by informal methods of conference, concilia
tion, and persuasion. 

(b) If the Secretary has failed to effect 
the elimination of an unlawful discrimina
tory practice and to obtain voluntary com
pliance with this title, or in advance thereof 
if circumstances warrant, he shall have the 
power to bring a civil action to prevent the 
respondent from engaging in such unlaw
ful practice. 

(c) Each United States district court and 
each United States court of a place subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States shall 
have jurisdiction of actions brought under 
this title. Such actions may be brought 
either in the judicial district in which the 
unlawful discriminatory practice is alleged 
to have been committed or in the judicial 
district in which the respondent has his 
principal office. No such civil action shall 
be based on an unlawful discriminatory prac
tice occurring prior to the effective date of 
this title or more than one year prior to the 
filing of the charge and the giving of notice 
thereof to the respondent, unless the per
son aggrieved thereby was prevented from 
filing such charge by reason of service in the 
Armed Forces, in which event a period of 
military service shall not be included in 
computing the one-year period. 

(d) If the court finds that the respondent 
has engaged in or is engaging in an unlaw
ful discriminatory practice charged in the 
complaint, the court may enjoin the re
spondent from engaging in such unlawful 
practice, and shall order the respondent to 
take such affirmative action, including the 
payment of back wages, plus an additional 
amount not to exceed the back wages found 
to be due, as may be appropriate. No order 
of the court may issue if the wage discrimi
nation was based on some factor other than 
sex. 

( e) In any case in which the pleadings 
present issues of fact, the court may appoint 
a master and the order of reference may 

require the master to submit with his report 
a recommended order. The master shall be 
compensated by the United States at a rate 
to be fixed by the court, and shall be reim
bursed by the United States for necessary 
expenses incurred in performing his duties 
under this section. Any court before which 
a proceeding is brought under this section 
shall advance such proceeding on the docket 
and expedite its disposition. 

(f) The provisions of the Act entitled 
"An Act to amend the Judicial Code and to 
define and limit the jurisdiction of courts 
sitting in equity, and for other purposes", 
approved March 23, 1932 (29 U.S.C. 101-
115), shall not apply with respect to civil 
actions brought under this section. 

(g) Attorneys of the Department of Labor 
may appear for and represent the Secretary 
in any litigation, but all such litigation shall 
be subject to the direction and control of 
the Attorney General. 

( h) The remedies provided in this section 
for violations of this title shall be exclusive. 

Supervision of wage payments 
SEC. 7. The Secretary is authorized to su

pervise the payments of any amounts owing 
to any employee which have been withheld 
in violation of this title. Any sum owed an 
employee and paid to the Secretary under 
this title shall be held in a special deposit 
account and shall be paid, on order of the 
Secretary, directly to the employee. Any 
such sum not paid to an employee because 
of inability to do so within a period of three 
years shall be covered into the Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

Government contracts 
SEC. 8. (a) Except as hereinafter provided 

in this subsection, in any contract made and 
entered into by any executive department, 
independent establishment, or other agency 
or instrumentality of the United States, or 
by the District of Columbia, the Virgin 
Islands, American Samoa, Guam, or the 
Canal Zone, or by any corporation all of the 
stock of which is beneficially owned by the 
United States (all of which are referred to 
hereinafter as agencies of the United States), 
for the manufacture or furnishing of any 
materials, supplies, articles, or equipment, in 
any amount exceeding $10,000, there shall be 
included stipulations under which the con
tractor (1) is required to compensate all per
sons employed by him in the manufacture or 
furnishing of such materials, supplies, arti
cles, or equipment, in conformity with the 
requirements of this title, and (2) shall be 
subject to all other provisions of this title. 
The Secretary of Labor may, when he deems 
that special circumstances in the national 
interest so require, exempt a contracting 
agency from the requirement of including 
the provisions of this subsection in any 
specific contract. 

(b) No contract shall be awarded by the 
United States or any agency thereof to any 
person finally determined to have violated 
any of the provisions of this Act or any 
stipulation entered into in compliance with 
subsection (a) of this section, or to any ti.rm, 
corporation, partnership, or association in 
which such person has a controlling interest, 
until the contractor has complied with all 
orders issued to him pursuant to section 6. 
The Comptroller General is authorized and 
directed to distribute to all agencies of the 
United States a list containing the names of 
persons ineligible for contract awards under 
this section. The Secretary shall cause the 
names of persons who have complied with 
orders issued pursuant to section 6 to be 
removed from this list. 

Posting 
SEC. 9. Every employer subject to this title 

shall keep posted in a conspicuous place in 
or about the premises where any employee 
is employed such excerpts from this title and 
from the regulations issued pursuant thereto 

as will provide information adequate to in
form employees of their rights under this 
title. 

Effect of other laws 
SEC. 10. No employer to whom section 4 

applies shall be required to comply with any 
law of any State, or political subdivision 
thereof, prohibiting discrimination in rates 
of pay on account of sex. The Secretary is 
empowered by agreement with any agency of 
any State to cede to such agency jurisdiction 
over any cases where such State has a statute 
applicable to the determination of such cases 
the provisions of which are not inconsistent 
with the corresponding provisions of this 
title or has received a construction not in
consistent therewith. 

Appropriation 
SEC. 11. There are authorized to be appro

priated such sums (not in excess of $1,500,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963) , as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this title. 

Effective date 
SEC. 12. This title shall take effect one 

hundred and twenty days after the date of 
its enactment. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD a section-by
section analysis of the bill. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
H.R. 11677-SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1. Title of act: Establishes short 
title of "Equal Pay Act of 1962." 

Section 2. Declaration of purpose: Enu
merates undesirable conditions in industries 
engaged in commerce or in the production 
of goods for conunerce resulting from pay
ment of wage differentials based on sex and 
declares policy of act to correct these con
ditions through the commerce power. 

Section 3. Definitions: Defines terms used 
in the act, for the most part, as the same 
terms are defined in the Fair Labor Stand
ards Act. 

Section 4. Prohibition of wage rate differ
ential based on sex: 

Prohibits employers having employees en
gaged in commerce or in the production of 
goods for commerce from discriminating, 
on the basis of sex, in payment of wages in 
any place of employment in which their 
employees are so engaged by paying to any 
employee wages lower than those which he 
pays to any employee of the opposite sex for 
work of equal character on jobs the per
formance of which requires equal skill. 

The language descriptive of proposed cov
erage and the supporting definitions in sec
tion 3 are phrased to make available prece
dents established under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act in determining coverage under 
the proposed legislation. Nondiscriminatory 
seniority or merit increase systems are ex
cepted, as are bona ti.de job classification 
programs. Wage differentials attributable 
to ascertainable and specific costs resulting 
from the employment of the opposite sex are 
also excepted. 

Section 5. Administration: 
.(a) Authorizes the Secretary of Labor: (1) 

to issue rules and regulations, (2) to make 
investigation regarding compliance with the 
act. 

(b) Vests the Secretary of Labor with sub
pena power as provided under the Federal 
Trade Conunission Act of September 16, 
1914. 

Section 6. Enforcement: 
(a) Empowers the Secretary, after a 

charge in writing is filed, to make an in
vestigation as to whether a violation has 
occurred. 

If the Secretary determines that the charge 
is true, he shall use informal methods of 
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conference, conciliation, and persuasion to 
eliminate such an unlawful practice. 

(b) If these informal methods fail, the 
Secretary shall have the power to seek a re
straining order against such an unlawful 
practice. 

(c) This action shall be brought in U.S. 
district court. It may be brought either 
where the practice is alleged to have been 
committed or the district in which the re
spondent has his principal office. A 1-year 
statute of limitations is provided, except that 
the aggrieved person's period of military 
service shall not be included in the tolling 
of the statute. 

(d) If the court finds a violation, it may 
enjoin the respondent and shall order not 
only affirmative action but the payment of 
back wages. 

( e) If the pleadings present issues of fact 
the court may appoint a master who shall 
submit a report and a recommended order. 

(f) Provides that the Norris-La Guardia 
Act shall not apply to civil actions brought 
under section 6. 

(g) Allows attorneys of the Department of 
Labor to represent the Secretary, under the 
direction of the Attorney General. 

(h) Provides that the remedies cited in 
this section shall be exclusive. 

Section 7. Supervision of wage payments: 
(a) Authorizes Secretary to supervise pay

ment of wages, withheld in violation of the 
act, and to hold such sums in a special de
posit account and to order payment there
from directly to the employee. After 3 years, 
unpaid sums from the account must be cov
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

(b) Limits wage restitution to periods of 
4 years preceding the date the Secretary 
commences his first administrative or judi
cial proceeding. 

Section 8. Government contracts: 
(a) Provides that all Government supply 

contracts in an amount exceeding $10,000 
shall contain a stipulation requiring the con
tractor to compensate persons employed by 
him on the contract in conformity with the 
requirements of the act and shall be subject 
to all of its other provisions. Authorizes 
the Secretary of Labor when he deems that 
special circumstances in the national inter
est require to exempt any contracting agency 
from the requirement of including this stip
ulation in a specific contract. 

(b) Provides that no contract shall be 
awarded by any U.S. Government agency to 
persons determined to have violated the act 
or contract stipulations entered into under 
subsection (a) unless the Secretary deter
mines the contractor has come into full 
compliance. The Comptroller General is di
rected to distribute a list of contractors in
eligible under this section and immediately 
to remove from the list the name of any 
contractor the Secretary has determined to 
have come into compliance. 

Section 9. Posting: Requires employers 
subject to act to post a copy of it on prem
ises where any employee covered by the act 
is employed. 

Section 10. Effect of other laws: No em
ployer to whom section 4 applies shall be 
required to comply with any law of any 
State, or political subdivision thereof, pro
hibiting discrimination in rates of pay on 
account of sex. The Secretary is empowered 
by agreement with any agency of any State 
to cede to such agency jurisdiction over any 
cases where such State has a statute appli
cable to the determination of such cases the 
provisions of which are not inconsistent with 
the corresponding provisions of this act or 
has received a construction not inconsistent 
therewith. 

Section 11. Appropriation: Authorizes nec
essary appropriations to carry out the act. 

Section 12. Effective date: Provides that 
act will take effect 120 days after passage. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I offer is H.R. 11677, 
the equal pay bill, which passed the 
House of Representtaives on July 25, 
1962. 

This amendment represents legislation 
recommended by the administration of 
President Kennedy. 

In a letter to Vice President Johnson, 
dated August 24, 1961, then Secretary 
of Labor Arthur J. Goldberg cited three 
major reasons for the enactment of this 
legislation: 

First. The general purchasing power 
and living standards of workers were ad
versely affected by discriminatory pay 
rates. 

Second. Those employers who paid 
discriminatory rates enjoyed an unfair 
competitive advantage over those who 
did not. 

Third. The low-wage levels which re
sult from this discrimination prevent the 
full utilization of workers' skills, which 
is, in turn, detrimental to both morale 
and production. 

What this bill does, in its most basic 
sense, is to insure that those who per
form equal tasks will be rewarded with 
equal wages, regardless of their sex. 

For too long a period many employers 
have based their payrolls on an ancient 
and discredited belief-that a man, be
cause of his allegedly more responsible 
role in society, should be paid more than 
a woman, even though the man and the 
woman performed the same duties. 

At present, there are almost 25 million 
women in the Nation's work force. 

It is impossible to name any significant 
industry in the United States which does 
not depend to a substantial degree upon 
the skills, talents, and energy of Ameri
can women. 

Yet it is apparent, from statistics that 
have been presented to the Congress, 
that these skills, talents, and energies 
are not rewarded in the same manner as 
they are when contributed by men. 

The volume of testimony on this legis
lation, which is available to each Sena
tor, contains those statistics. 

I would call attention particularly to 
the documents which accompany the 
testimony of Mrs. Esther Peterson, As
sistant Secretary of Labor. That testi
mony begins on page 6 of the hearings. I 
will cite only several of the startling and 
dismal facts contained in the data pre
sented by Mrs. Peterson. In 1955, wom
en's median wage and salary income was 
64 percent of that received by men. In 
1961, that percentage had not risen, but 
had dropped to 61 percent. 

This differential, furthermore, marked 
every major occupational grouping, rang
ing from 42 percent among salesworkers 
to 68 percent among clerical workers. 

Mr. President, I do not present this 
amendment as an instrument by which 
these differentials will be completely 
eliminated. 

The median wage and salary income of 
women will still be lower than that of 
men long after this bill is passed. 

It will remain lower precisely because 
of the society in which we live, a society 
in which less women than men prepare 
themselves for a lifetime of work. What 
this amendment will do is guarantee that 

a woman who has prepared herself for a 
particular job in the same degree as a 
man, and who performs it with the same 
excellence as a man, will be paid the 
same as a man. 

Briefly, the amendment. would assure 
this guarantee by the following provi
sions: 

First. All employers who have 2 or 
more employees engaged in commerce 
or the production of goods for commerce 
and who employ 25 or more employees 
in 1 establishment-at that establish
ment-will be covered by the legislation. 

Second. It will be unlawful for such 
employers to pay wage rates which dis
criminate, on the basis of sex, to em
ployees whose jobs are determined to 
be of an equal character and which re
quire equal skills. 

Third. When an employee believes 
that he or she is being paid such dis
criminatory wage rates, the employee or 
an authorized representative may file a 
charge in writing with the Secretary. 

Fourth. The Secretary then shall file 
a written charge of his own with the 
employer or labor organization and make 
an investigation. 

Fifth. If the investigation reveals that 
a violation has occurred, the Secretary 
is first directed to use informal concilia
tion procedures to bring an end to the 
discriminatory practices. 

Sixth. If those informal procedures 
fail, the Secretary brings a civil suit to 
enjoin the practices, and to collect back 
wages plus a penalty not to exceed the 
amount of back wages due. 

One problem requires more thorough 
consideration at this point. 

During our consideration of the bill, 
justifiable concern was voiced about the 
narrow enforcement powers conferred 
on the Secretary. 

We were asked whether or not such a 
restriction on enforcement would estab
lish a precedent by which the enforce
ment of other wage legislation could be 
similarly restricted. 

It is clear that the enforcement proce
dures contained in this bill shall have 
absolutely no bearing upon any other 
legislation. 

This is not what can be accurately 
described as a wage bill. 

This is an antidiscrimination bill, 
and no one should imply any future in
tent that the enforcement of such acts 
as the Fair Labor Standards Act, the 
Walsh-Healey Act, and the Davis-Bacon 
Act, along with others, shall be in any 
way affected by the decisions which are 
made in the enactment of this bill. 

As reported by the House Committee 
on Education and Labor, H.R. 11677, the 
Equal Pay Act of 1962, contained a 
provision prohibiting any employer from 
reducing the wage rate of an employee 
"for the purpose of eliminating the dif
ferential in wage rates" prohibited by the 
bill. During debate on the bill in the 
House this provision was eliminated. 

A good deal of consideration has been 
given to the problems raised by the lan
guage which the House amendment 
struck from the bill, and the resultmg 
problems to which the House amendment 
itself may give rise. Standing by it
self, the House amendment would seem 
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to put the stamp of approval on wage re
ductions as a method of eliminating 
wage discrimination based on sex. Such 
an interpretation, however, is contrary 
to the whole intent and purpose of the 
bill. The bill is a wage-equalization bill, 
not a wage-reduction bill. 

Obviously in the elimination of wage 
inequality based on sex, a field which 
Congress is now exploring for the first 
time, :flexibility is desirable if the bill's 
beneficial objective and its effective en
forcement are to be achieved. 

It is expected that in normal circum
stances women employees wages will be 
raised to the same level as the wages 
paid to men when they are performing 
equal work but are being paid less than 
men on jobs the performance of which 
requires equal skills. Under section 5(a), 
the Secretary of Labor will have author
ity to prescribe rules and regulations 
necessary for administration of the bill. 
With this authority, and in the light of 
experience in administering the provi
sions of the act, the Secretary will be 
able to define and modify from time to 
time the circumstances and conditions 
under which wage adjustments may be 
made or required in order to equalize 
women's wages with those of men where 
the work they do is equal and requires 
equal skills. 

The bill has been considered by the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. We spent a great 
deal of time on the bill. We got it out of 
the subcommittee with the understand
ing that amendments were to be offered 
at the full committee level by the minor
ity members, particularly the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] and the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER]. 

The amendments were perfecting 
amendments. They did not change the 
bill substantially as it was passed by the 
House. Therefore, we hope, with the 
cooperation of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GOLDWATER], and the minority 
members of the committee, to have the 
bill passed and sent to the House for its 
approval. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McNAMARA. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I commend the 
Senator from Michigan for his assidu
ousness in staying with the bill. We had 
hoped to get it through the full commit
tee. Unfortunately, it was at the bottom 
of the agenda at the last meeting of the 
committee, and we were unable to get it 
through. 

The Senator from Michigan correctly 
stated that at the subcommittee meet
ing-a meeting which, by the way, I was 
unable to attend-he assured the Sena
tor from Texas [Mr. TOWER] that his 
amendments would be studied. He has 
studied those amendments. While the 
Senator from Michigan has not accepted 
all of them, I can assure my colleagues 
that those he has seen fit to accept have 
improved the bill. 

The bill is a good idea. I have never 
been opposed to ·this concept, although 
some persons have attempted to put me 
in the position ·or opposing it because I 
was opposed - ·to an amendment or 
amendments of brother Senators. 

I am glad that the Senator from Mich
igan has seen fit to agree to the amend
ment. I want to compliment his assist
ant, Mr. Sweeney, and my assistant, Mr. 
Bernstein, for their work on the pro
vision this afternoon. 

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sena
tor. I want to join him in compliment
ing the members of the staff on both 
sides for the fine work they did. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McNAMARA. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Oregon, who 
has done so much work, in committee 
and out, in connection with this bill, and 
without whose cooperation, in addition 
to the other Senators whom I have men
tioned, the bill could not be in the good 
form in which it now is. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as I have 
said on various occasions outside the 
Senate, the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
McNAMARA] is one of my most precious 
possessions, including that of being a 
biased friend. I do not know anything 
more precious than a biased friend. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
the Senator from Arizona in connection 
with the so-called equal-pay-for-equal
work amendment which has been spon
sored by the Senator from Michigan, and 
proposed to be made a part of this bill. 
I think the record should show that the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] 
was very cooperative on this amendment 
in committee. He made some very 
worthwhile contributions to the discus
sion of the proposal and made very clear 
that he has always favored the principle 
of equal pay for equal work. 

I felt it was due to him that I should 
make this statement for the record be
cause, as he pointed out, he felt that he 
had been misrepresented in some quar
ters in regard to his position on this bill. 
I am not aware of those misrepresenta
tions, but I know how easy it is to be mis
represented. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen

ator for his remarks. I may point out 
that in my entire business life all the 
employees I ever hired were women, so 
it was always equal pay. 

Mr. MORSE. I wanted to make this 
statement about the position of the Sen
ator from Arizona. Then I wished to say 
to the Senator from Michigan that we 
would not be at this significant moment 
in the legislative history of the Senate 
on this issue tonight had it not been for 
his tireless, irresistible determination to 
see this legislation enacted in this ses
sion of Congress. 

All who have shown an interest in the 
bill will be forever grateful to him, and 
in the years to come the many thousands 
of women workers in this country who 
will benefit from the labor statesman
ship of the chairman of our Subcommit
tee on Labor [Mr. McNAMARA] I know 
would want me to express sincere thanks 
to the Senator from Michigan tonight. 
This is a rather dramatic moment for 
the senior Senator from Oregon. 

The Assistant Secretary of Labor, Mrs. 
Peterson, has worked hard and long in 
behalf of this legislation. She will re-

call, I am sure, that in 1942 it was my
privilege and honor to write the opinion 
of the War Labor Board, following ex
tensive hearings on the subject, which 
laid down the policy for the war in all 
cases falling within the jurisdiction of 
the National War Labor Board that 
there should be paid equal pay for equal 
work. It was our hope that that prec
edent would be set in that War Labor 
Board decision in 1942 and would carry 
over after the war and be legislatively 
followed in the Halls of the Congress. 

If we wish a good example of what is 
meant by the statement of legislative 
lag, that is it. 

Old Bob La Follette used to teach us, 
when I was a young man at the Univer
sity of Wisconsin, that it sometimes 
takes from 2 to 10 years to have a needed 
piece of general welfare legislation en
acted. It has taken at least 10 years 
in this case. 

I wish to say, in behalf of all those 
who will benefit from the Senator's 
proposal, that I thank the Senator from 
Michigan in their behalf, and also in 
behalf of the senior Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen
ator from Oregon for his generosity. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McNAMARA. I should like to 
yield at this time to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Oregon, who has 
displayed a great interest in the measure 
and has publicly fought for it on sev
eral occasions. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. As the men did 
right by us 40 years ago and gave us 
the vote, so they are carrying the load 
today. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to briefly associate myself with the 
remarks made on the equal pay amend
ment. I compliment the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER], the two 
Senators from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE and 
Mrs. NEUBERGER] and all other Senators 
who have had something to do with this 
proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Mich
igan [Mr. McNAMARA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 

that the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
believe the Senator from Oregon has 
some amendments to offer to the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
two amendments to offer to H.R. 11880. 
I offer the first amendment, which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, line 15, 
it is proposed to strike the sentence be
ginning "To the maximum" through the 
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period in line 1 7, and to insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

Such sums shall be available only for pur
chase from the Secretary of the Treasury of 
foreign currencies owed to or owned by the 
United States except that not to exceed $12 
million m ay be used for expenditures in 
United States dollars which, to the maxi
mum extent feasible, shall be m ade in the 
United States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been discussed with the 
committee. The Senator has been kind 
enough to discuss it with me. I have 
been given the privilege of handling the 
consideration of the bill. I think it is 
a sensible and good amendment. I as
sure the Senator that the committee will 
look with favor upon it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a very brief statement in explana
tion of the amendment. 

I ref erred to this bill, when I first op
posed it, as the "keeping up with the 
Joneses" bill in the field of embassy con
struction around the world. I took the 
position, after listening to the witnesses 
representing the State Department be
fore the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, that, in my judgment, they had 
not proved the need for some of their 
plans for new embassies, other than the 
fact that perhaps France, England, 
Italy, or some other countries were 
building embassies in some parts of the 
world, and there seemed to be a feeling 
on the part of the State Department that 
at least we ought to build some as spa
cious and luxurious as those of some of 
our allies. 

I took the position that the time had 
come to economize with regard to some 
of our embassy expenditures abroad, so 
I said I was opposed to the bill. 

I think we have arrived at a reason
able compromise. It provides that for
eign currency will have to be used, when 
the United States owns foreign currency 
in any of these countries. 

It also provides that the State Depart
ment will be limited to $12 million in 
American dollars in the $53 million pro
posed program for the building of em
bassies. 

Furthermore, the State Department 
will not be able to spend American 
dollars in any country where foreign cur
rency is available. 

Furthermore, the legislative history 
should show that it is the intention of 
the senior Senator from Oregon-which 
I understand is accepted by those who are 
willing to have the bill voted on tonight
that these embassies are to be built pri
marily in those places in the world where 
we do not have embassies, or where there 
are most inadequate facilities, or where 
we are renting facilities. This is partic
ularly true, for example, in the under
developed areas of the world, such as 
Africa. It may be true in other under
developed areas of the world. 

Let the legislative history be perfectly 
clear that it is not the legislative intent 
that, under the terms of the bill, the 
State Department could proceed to build 
embassies, or greatly to remodel embas
sies, or incur great construction expense 
where there are available foreign cur
rencies. 

Furthermore, with respect to spending 
the $12 million in American dollars, the 
State Department is to spend every cent 
of that which can be spent in that man
ner in the United States for the purchase 
of equipment, materials, and supplies, 
rather than elsewhere in the world, un
less, as the amendment makes clear, it 
can be shown that for very good reasons 
to do so would not be justified. 

With that legislative history, Mr. 
President, which I think makes it very 
clear that the clear restrictions have 
been placed upon the original plans of 
the State Department, I ask for a vote 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ore
gon. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to recon
sider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I 
offer my second amendment, which I 
send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 
NEUBERGER in the chair). The amend
ment will be stated for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, 
beginning on line 13, it is proposed to 
strike out all of section 3. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, what 
the amendment would do, really, is to 
strike out of the bill all reference to the 
problem of regulating the construction 
of chanceries in the District of Colum
bia. 

I shall not dwell on the amendment, 
other than to say that I have done my 
best to try to arrive at some acceptable 
compromise on this subject matter. I 
do not think it can be done. No mat
ter how many times we postpone further 
consideration of this bill, there are Sen
ators who are opposed to any inclusion 
of any part of this section in the bill. I 
am inclined to agree with them that the 
best way to avoid much misunderstand
ing about the matter is to strike the 
whole section from the bill. 

Furthermore, I think more extensive 
hearings on this subject matter should 
be held, and I think some of them should 
be held by the District of Columbia 
Committee. I always think it is bad 
when there is a jurisdictional argument 
in the Senate as to the respective juris
dictions of two committees. 

I am a member of both committees. 
I think I am in a pretty good position 
to judge this jurisdictional dispute im
partially. I have no objection to action 
being recommended by the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, and that is the 
only committee before which this prob
lem has been raised. 

Much can be said for the bill going 
to the District of Columbia Committee 
because, after all, the Foreign Relations 

Committee does not have jurisdiction 
over zoning problems in the District of 
Columbia. That is riot the province of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. That 
is the province of the District of Colum
bia Committee. This is a case in which 
a bill ::;hould have been referred to two 
committees, and not merely one. There
fore, under the circumstances, it is best 
to strike all reference in the bill to the 
problem of regulating the construction 
of chanceries in the District of Colum
bia. I pledge to the Senate that, come 
January, if I have the privilege and the 
trust of my people to represent them in 
the Senate for another term, I shall be 
perfectly willing to introduce or cospon
sor a bill on the chancery problem in the 
District of Columbia designed to do a 
better job than the present language of 
meeting the objections of some of my 
colleagues in the Senate. At that time 
I shall recommend that the bill be re
f erred to both the Committee on Foreign 
Relations and the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, -
the suggestion of the Senator from Ore
gon is very meritorious. The question 
should have been looked into by the ap
propriate committees, either the District 
of Columbia Committee or the Foreign 
Relations Committee. I am sure it will 
be. It ought to be noted that at least 
there are zoning laws in the District of 
Columbia which should be observed. I 
had hoped that we might obtain lan
guage in the bill to the ·effect that-

SEc. 3. The Congress hereby finds that 
since the United States is generally required, 
in locating its chanceries abroad, to observe 
the laws and zoning regulations applicable 
to business-type buildings in the capital 
cities of those nations with which diplomatic 
relations are maintained, it is appropriate 
that chanceries constructed by such nations 
in the District of Columbia be located in 
business areas rather than in residential 
areas. 

As the Senator from Oregon has prop
erly pointed out, this subject requires 
much more careful examination in the 
light of the number of times the State 
Department has asked for a waiver of 
the zoning laws. I think the amendment 
is in order. On behalf of the committee 
I take the responsibility of accepting 
the amendment. I ask that it be brought 
to a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I 

move that the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
AMENDMENT GIVING STATUTORY BASIS FOR THE 

POSITION OF DIRECTOR OF INTELLIGENCE AND 
RESEARCH, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
I offer an amendment which I send to 
the ~sk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Minne
sota will be stated. 
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 5, line 13, 

it is proposed to insert--
section 3. Section 1 of the act of May 26, 

1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 151a) is amended 
by striking out "11" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "12". 

Section 4. Section 106(a) (17) of the Fed
eral Executive Pay Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 738) 
is amended by striking out " ( 11)" and in
sertin~ in lieu thereof " ( 12) ". 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
the amendment was adopted by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations unani
mously. It would permit the State De
partment to give the one in the position 
of Director of Research the title of As
sistant Secretary, which has been rec
ommended by the Bureau of the Budget, 
the Department, the administration, and 
unanimously agreed to by the commit
tee. 

The legislation would correct an 
anomaly by giving the Director of the 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research the 
full title and status of an Assistant Seq
retary of State. 

This is not a new position. The Bu
reau of Intelligence and Research was 
first established in 1946, and the Director 
of Intelligence and Research and his 
predecessors have had the rank "equiva
lent to assistant secretary" since 1948. 

From the viewpoint of Congress, this 
legislation seems desirable for two rea
sons. 

First, this is a sensitive position, over 
which the Senate has lacked and should 
have the control of confirmation. 

Second, since it is through the Direc
tor of Intelligence and Research that 
CIA activities of all kinds are coordinated 
and cleared with the State Department, 
this position is of special interest to all 
Senate and House committees concerned 
with the effective coordination of intel
ligence and foreign policy. 

All agencies of the executive branch 
recommend this · amendment. 

From the viewpoint of the State De
partment, the Bureau of Intelligence and 
Research is among the larger, more sen
sitive, and important bureaus of the De
partment. It is highly desirable that the 
status of the Bureau and its Director be 
regularized. Moreover, the Director of 
Intelligence and Research is the State 
Department's representative on the U.S. 
Intelligence Board. This Board pro
duces the national intelligence esti
mates, which deal with every aspect of . 
U.S. foreign policy. The State Depart
ment's representative should have a rec
ognized status commensurate with this 
responsibility. 

The State Department has long de
sired to regularize this position, but the 
matter has recently become particularly 
urgent. 

From the viewpoint of CIA and the 
military departments, it is an anachro
nism that the State Department's intel-. 
ligence chief does not have the same 
status as the other bui·eau heads in the 
State Department. This is especially so 
since inside the State Department, it is 
the Director of Intelligence and Research 
who speaks for the entire intelligence 
community. 

From the vieWPoint of both State and 
CIA, the matter is particularly urgent at 

this time. First, the military services 
are at present in the process of consoli
dating their intelligence activities and 
have just formed the new, 3,000-man De
fense Intelligence Agency, headed by a 
Director and Deputy Director, both of 
lieutenant general rank. Second, pres
ent plans call for the U.S. Intelligence 
Board to be reduced to four members 
under the chairmanship of John McCone. 
The military members will all be of lieu
tenant general rank, and both State and 
CIA recommend that the State member 
have a comparable status. 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DIRECTOR OF INTEL-

LIGENCE AND RESEARCH 

The Bureau of Intelligence and Re
search and its Director have five major 
responsibilities. 

First. The Bureau is responsible for 
supplying the Secretary of State with re
search and analysis contributing directly 
to foreign policy. This includes inter
pretation and evaluation of intelligence 
and all other kinds of information avail
able to the U.S. Government. It involves 
deep and timely analysis to alert the 
U.S. Government of · current develop
ments, long-range trends, and alterna
tives confronting us as we attempt to 
meet future problems. These responsi
bilities are global. 

Second. The Bureau is now responsi
ble for coordinating and clearing CIA 
and other intelligence community activ
ities to insure consistency with U.S. for
eign policy. The Bureau and its Director 
have always had responsibility for 
coordinating some CIA and intelligence 
community activities. Since July 1961 
it has been given responsibility for 
coordinating CIA activities of all kinds. 

Third. The Director of Intelligence 
and Research is the State Depart
ment member of the U.S. Intelli
gence Board, which makes policy rec
ommendations on intelligence activities 
to the National Security Council and 
which is responsible for national intelli
gence estimates dealing with every 
aspect of U.S. foreign policy. 

Fourth. The Director of Intelligence 
and Research administers the State De
partment's program of policy research 
studies contracting research to univer
sities and industrial research organiza
tions in areas helpful to the formation of 
U.S. foreign policy. 

Fifth. The Director of Intelligence 
and Research exercises security respon
sibility over certain highly restricted 
areas of research and certain highly 
sensitive areas of information. As a 
member of the U.S. Intelligence Board, 
his security responsibilities are specific 
and nontransferable. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE BUREA17 

The Bureau of Intelligence and Re
search consists of 350 persons, including 
specialists on all parts of the world and 
on all asp~cts of foreign affairs. 

Its organization includes the direc
tor's office; a small executive staff for 
administration; a deputy director for 
coordination with other intelligence 
agencies and offices; a deputy director 
for research; and eight regional and 
functional offices. The regional and 
functional offices are as follows: omce 

of Research for American Republics 
Affairs; Office of Research for European 
Affairs; Office of Research for African 
Affairs; Office of Research for Near East 
and South Asian Affairs; Office of Re
search for Far Eastern Affairs; Office 
of Research for Sino-Soviet Bloc Affairs; 
Office of Functional and External Re
search for economic, international or
ganizational and political-military 
affairs, and the Office of Current Intelli
gence Indications which performs cer
tain current intelligence and analysis 
functions and services as a security con
trol over certain sensitive information. 
The amendment deserves support and 
I recommend its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I inquire 
whether the committee amendment was 
stricken by the Morse amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Therefore the bill 
is at the point of third reading? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there · 
is no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of . 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. · 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam Preside~t. 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. MORSE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

SUPPORT FOR NAME-BRANDS 
PRICING LAW 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 
before my good friend the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MORSE] makes the observa
tion that he desires to make, may I first 
call to the attention of the Senate to two 
articles that appeared in the Mankato 
Free Press of Mankato, Minn. One 
is an editorial and the other is a news 
article. The article states: 

The regional Small Business Administra
tion (SBA) advisory council meeting in St. 
Paul this week passed a resolution advocat
ing passage by Congress of a b111 prohibiting 
unfair pricing of brand-named products. 

This and several other resolutions were 
passed by the regional group and will be 
presented to the National Advisory Council 
meeting in Washington, D.C., in October. 
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Other resolutions passed by the council in 
addition to supporting the quality stabili-
zation bill now before Congress: . 

Supported the administration's request for 
additional moneys to assist in carrying out 
the financial assistance programs of the SBA; 

I am happy to say that it was included 
today in the appropriation bill for the 
Departments of State, Commerce, and 
the Judiciary. 

The article continues: 
Asked that supplemental financing ar

rangements be made with banks on a re
gional basis to provide additional funds for 
small business purposes; 

Sought expansion of visits to foreig~ coun
tries by groups of small businessmen in an 
effort to emphasize and encourage foreign 
exports on the part of small business; 

Madam President, I also call to the 
attention of the Senate an editorial .that 
appeared in the Mankato Free Press of 
Mankato, Minn., which is one of our 
leading newspapers in Minnesota, com
menting upon these resolutions and 
pointing out the importance of the Mid
west Regional Small Business Advisory 
Council on its recommendations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle and editorial be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

SBA AREA GROUP BACKS NAME-BRANDS 
PRICING LAW 

The regional Small Business Administra
tion (SBA) advisory council meeting in St. 
Paul this week passed a resolution advo
cating passage by Congress a bill prohibiting 
unfair pricing of brand-named products. 

This and several other resolutions were 
passed by the regional group and will be 
presented to the National Advisory Coun
cil meeting in Washington, D.C., in October. 

Two of the 22 regional advisory council
men are from Mankato--Free Press Editor 
·and Vice President Franklin Rogers and 
Honeymead Products Co. Vice President and 
Manager Lowell W. Andreas. 

Other resolutions passed by' the council in 
addition to supporting the quality stabiliza
tion bill now before Congress: 

Supported the administration's request for 
additional moneys to assist in carrying out 
the financial assistance programs of the 
SBA: 

Asked that supplemental financing ar
rangements be made with banks on a re
gional basis to provide additional funds for 
small business purposes: 

Sought expansion of visits to foreign coun
tries by groups of small businessmen in an 
effort to emphasize and encourage foreign 
exports on the part of small business: 

Requested that the SBA render "all assist
ance possible" to a study of business re
sources along with Missouri River impound
ments in North and South Dakota. 

SBA SUPPORTS Bn.L 
The Midwest Regional Small Business Ad

visory Council, representing Minnesota and 
the Dakotas, as well as a part of Wisconsin, 
passed a resolution this week supporting 
what is known as the quality stabilization 
bill, now before Congress. The legislation 
forbids what it calls certain unfair methods 
of competition, generally conceded as pro
moting monopoly in distribution. 

The practice it aims to prevent is that 
of certain large businesses that offer well
known brands of merchandise at less than 
it costs to manufacture them. These items 
are what is known as loss leaders. They 

are used to attract customers to the- place 
of business, which figures to make up for 
the losses thereby incurred, by a standard 
proftt on other items of merchandise. 

This makes it difficult for the small mer
chant, who aims to do business by earning 
a fair profit on all of the things he sells. 
By virtue of the size of his operation he 
cannot afford to sell certain items at less 
than cost. · 

This seems to be a r easonable bill and de
serves public support. In the interest of 
!airplay it is unreasonable to ask any small 
merchant to compete with a bigger rival that 
can afford to charge less than cost for one 
item, with the hopes of making up the lost 
profit on other things in his store. 

COLLEGES' NEED AID 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 

I also call attention to an editorial pub
lished in the Mankato Free Press en
titled "Colleges Need Aid." I submit 
that the fine remarks of the Senator 
from Oregon tonight are all the back
ground that is needed to support the 
editorial. The editorial comments fa
v.orably upon the compromise bill that 
had been arrived at in refenence to high
er education support by the Federal 
Government. I wish the record to be 
clear that I think the greatest tragedy 
of all in the failure of enactment of 
that bill was what happened to the com
munity college program. 

As the Senator from Oregon has 
pointed out tonight, that program is 

· really the new frontier of education. It 
is the new opportunity in education for 
hundreds of thousands of young people. 
task unanimous consent that the ~di
torial be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

[From the Mankato (Minn.) Free Press, 
Sept. 26, 1962] 

COLLEGES NEED Am 
Action by the U.S. House of Representa

tives to kill legislation providing Federal aid 
for colleges apparently dooms the bill for 
this session. This is unfortunate because 
a program of assistance for higher educa
tion is necessary. 

Apparently the college bill became all tied 
up with the religious issue. But colleges 
are different from elementary schools. The 
system of higher education in the country 
is hard put to provi-Oe the facilities for the 
mushrooming enrollment in both public and 
private colleges. They need more assist
ance than they are getting. 

There were several points of disagreement 
in congressional . attitude to the proposed 
legislation. Many Congressmen opposed out
right grants to religious colleges. It was 
said this may be unconstitutional, and that 
may be correct. But the alternative plan is 
to give long-term low-cost loans. This· 
would be extremely helpful. 

Another disagreement is over the proposal 
to give Federal scholarships to students. In 
reality that is not what the students need. 
If they, too, can get low-cost loans, it will 
be enough. 

. But the House apparently was unable to 
get together on the points of agreement and 
therefore the whole program failed o! pas
sage. This is a. heavy blow to the cause of 
higher education which has a critical need 
of assistance at the earliest time possible. 

YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President, 

after a long and productive session, after 
many months of labor and accomplish
ment, I think it is possible to say that 
the end of the road is in sight. And I 
know what a welcome sight this will be 
for me and, I assume, for my colleagues. 

There are items on our agenda that 
have not been completed. One of them 
is the Youth Employment Opportunities 
Act (S. 404), which will not pass this 
session. The reason that the bill will 
not pass is quite simple. It is on the 
Senate calendar. It has passed the Sen
ate once before. But we have been un
able to obtain a favorable rule in the 
other body. I wish the RECORD to note 
that time after time this Senator, who 
is one of the authors of that bill, has 
appealed to every known authority in 
the city to expedite action on the Youth 
EmlJloyment Oppcrtunities Act. That 
act was desperately needed. I assure 
Senators that the first thing I shall do 
in the 88th Congress will be to reintro
duce that particular piece of proposed 
legislation, because if there is any one 
group in our community, aside from our 
senior citizens, that ought to be given 
special attention, it is our young people. 
In the field of youth employment oppor
tunities and education, I regret to say, 
we have not been diligent. It is in those 
two fields that we should have done the 
most. 

The Youth Employment Opportunities 
Act, S. 404, will not pass this session. 
Even though the administration has 
given this bill highest priority, it has 
been unable to escape the iron grip of the 
House Rules Committee. Until House 
passage appears likely, it has been deter
mined not to bring the bill up for Senate 
consideration. You recall, of course, 
that the Youth Conservation Corps 
passed the Senate in 1959. 

The bill has been favorably reported 
by the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare and the House Education 
and Labor Committee. The Department 
of Labor and the White House have 
given their unqualified endorsement. I 
have in my files literally thousands of 
letters from groups, organizations, and 
individuals supporting this legislation 
and urging the immediate creation of a 
Youth Conservation Corps and a Public 
Service Corp~. 

Madam President, I want to assure 
these supporters of S. 404 that the fight 
will be renewed as soon as the opening 
gavel falls on the 88th Congress. We 
are going to pass this legislation. We 
are going to give thousands of our young 
people a new lease on life. 

Since this legislation has been revised 
and incorporated with S. 2036 during the 
past session, I thought I might take a 
moment to review its basic features. 

As it now stands, S. 404 has two prin
cipal parts: the Youth Conservation 
Corps and the Public Service Corps . 
This represents a combination of my 
original YCC proposal and the Youth 
Opportunities Employment Act developed 
by the Kennedy -administration. The 
Youth Conservation Corps would be com-
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posed of young men of good character 
from 16 through 21 years of age to carry 
on needed programs of conservation in 
our Federal and State parks and for
ests. The bill provides for a maximum 
enrollment the first year of 30,000; 50,-
000 the second year, 100,000 the third 
year, and a top enrollment of 150,000 
thereafter. Enrollments would be for 
periods of 6 months at compensation 
rates of $60 a month plus quarters, food, 
clothing and medical care. 

The Public Service Corps would be de
veloped in cooperation with State and 
local governments to develop opportu
nities for employing qualified trainees on 
local public service programs. The ap
proved programs would be for young men 
and women between 16 and 22 in public 
jobs that would not interfere with jobs 
for regular employees and at rates of 
pay and other conditions of employment 
reasonably consistent with comparable 
work in the locality. Work would be 
performed in public-owned facilities, 
such as schools and hospitals, and on 
programs for the improvement and ex
pansion of community conservation and 
recreational facilities. The Secretary of 
Labor would be authorized to pay as 
much as 50 percent of the cost of the 
wages of trainees. 

Certain persons have criticized both 
the Youth Conservation Corps and the 
Public Service Corps as classic examples 
of the "do-gooder boondoggle." Madam 
President, if there is one impression that 
I intend to correct and clarify, it is this 
one. I contend, and I can prove, that 
you can support S. 404 merely because it 
will be a way to save public funds. That 
is not the principal reason for its pas
sage-the principal reason is the ·oppor
tunity to save young Americans and pre
serve our national parks and forests
but its financial attractiveness is often 
overlooked, or deliberately ignored. 

How will the YCC save lives, natural 
resources, and money at the same time? 
In the first place, Youth Conservation 
Corpsmen would be doing productive la
bor throughout the national forests and 
parks of this country. There is a huge 
backlog of conservation work to be done 
in almost every State-work for which it 
is frequently impossible to hire regular_ 
workers. It is estimated there exists ap
proximately an $8 billion backlog of 
needed conservation projects. The Civil
ian Conservation Corps made a great 
contribution to our present generation 
through their productive work of the 
1930's. Our national forests still reflect 
the fine work that these 3 million young 
men accomplished. It is time that we 
began to consider our future generations 
and begin preserving our great national 
forests and parks as they were preserved 
for us. 

In short, the YCC would provide a way 
to begin much of this needed conserva
tion work. It could be done for consid
erably less public money than any alter
native proposal I have ever encountered. 

Moreover, we would be saving public 
money by keeping many of the partici
pants in the Youth Conservation Corps 
from juvenile delinquency or worse. It 
would cost about $4,000 a year for each 

volunteer per year. It costs the taxpayer 
$25,000 for every juvenile delinquent who 
goes the police court-reformatory route. 
And this sum usually produces nothing 
more than a confirmed criminal who re
turns again and again to plague society. 
Who can calculate the final cost? Who 
can even translate this misery and 
wasted talent into dollars and cents? 

I have said again and again that the 
YCC is not a superficial panacea de
signed to eradicate juvenile delinquency. 
Juvenile crime will still remain; a shock
ing number of young men will still com
mit criminal acts. But I do maintain 
that many potential delinquents and 
criminals will find an alternative through 
the Youth Conservation Corps. Putting 
boys on the land, putting them to con
structive work on projects that need to 
be done, this I am convinced would do 
more for this Nation in terms of revita
lized mental health and physical fitness 
than even the important resource-con
servation work these boys would ac
complish. 

I have been preaching the need for a 
Youth Conservation Corps since 1959, 
for almost 4 years. I continue to keep 
right on preaching. I believe the Peace 
Corps has given us a thrilling example 
of the enthusiasm and resourcefulness 
of our young people · if it is given the 
proper outlet. I predict that a Youth 
Conservation Corps and a Public Serv
ice Corps ·would elicit the same enthu
siasm and would produce the same out
standing results. 

Four years is a little long for a ser
mon, but I serve notice that this preacher 
isn't even out of breath. I believe in 
this legislation. I intend to fight for 
this legislation. I predict that before 
the first session of the 88th Congress is 
completed, it will be signed into law. 

Beginning the second week of Jan
uary 1963, this preacher climbs back 
into the pulpit. · · 

I noticed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
a letter from Mrs. Everett H. Randall, 
Rocky River, Ohio, to my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE]. 
Mrs. Randall raised some thoughtful 
questions about the desirability of S. 404 
and I have taken the liberty to send her 
my reply. I ask unanimous consent that 
Mrs. Randall's letter and my reply be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 
· There being no objection; the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ROCKY RIVER, OHIO, 
August 10, 1962. 

DEAR SENATOR LAUSCHE: I would like to 
share with you my judgment about a pro
posal for legislation which would set up a 
Youth Conservation Corps. I believe that 
this legislation is S. 404 introduced by Sena
tor HUMPHREY. In my opinion this is not 
the kind of program which will provide the 
specialized kind of help which is needed now 
by the youth of our country. My judgment 
is based on professional experience in public 
schools and private youth serving agencies 
over the past 32 years. There is sufficient 
evidence to indicate that youth who drop out 
of school and a certain percentage of those 
who graduate from our public and private 
high schools are not adequately prepared to 
become workers in the current labor force. 
What is needed, therefore, is job orientation 

and sufficient and appropriate training for 
these persons. Experience in a work con
servation camp cutting trees, digging ditches, 
and clearing out forests has little or no re
lated value for the industrial workworld in 
which these young persons 18 to 22 will be 
having to compete throughout their lives. 
Money spent at the local level on appro
priate industrial training (both manufac
turing and nonmanufacturing industrial 
training) is the realistic job preparation 
urgently needed by our youth. According to 
the legislation now proposed, some $4,000 
per boy would be spent annually in these 
conservation camps. This is more than 
t\\f!ce as much as that spent on sending a 
young man to an average college in the 
United States. Inappropriate training at a 
campsite for youth who need practical ex
perience is certainly not the way taxpayers' 
money should be spent if we wish to help 
our youth prepare to become satisfactory 
employees and producers in our 20th cen
tury industrial economy. 

I am not inalterably opposed to conserva
tion camps for youth. If these could be done 
at a local level, no larger than a State unit, 
I am certain that the funds expended could 
be done so in a more useful and appropriate 
method. We in Cleveland are now experi
menting with work-study programs for youth 
18 to 22 who have dropped out of school and 
are finding that private industry is cooperat
ing along with public schools. Therefore, 
any Federal funds, it appears to us from our 
experience locally, could best be utilized 
through the local community chanhels. 

I most sincerely hope that you will speak 
and work in opposition to the current pro
posals for Youth Conservation Corps pro
grams federally sponsored as Federal operated 
programs. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs. EVERETT H. RANDALL, 
Rocky River, Ohio 

HELEN RANDALL. 

OCTOBER 3, 1962. 

DEAR MRS. RANDALL: I have seen in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD your letter of August 
10 to Senator LAUSCHE, expressing your views 
on S. 404, the Youth Employment Opportu
nities Act. 

I sincerely believe that the youth oppor
tunity programs which the President out
lined in his message to Congress on June 7 
of last year are in full conformance with the 
criteria which you suggest are essential for 
dealing with the problems of the inade
quately prepared youth as you have iden-
tified in your letter. · 

Industrial training, schooling, etc, along 
the precise lines of your letter were included 
as title I of S. 2036 introduced by me at the 
request of the President. However, during 
consideration of the Manpower Development 
and Training Act, passed by the Senate in 
1961 and enacted on March 15, 1962, proce
dures for training the youth were given spe
cific emphasis. Hence there was no need to 
duplicate training authorization for youth, 
and title I was therefore dropped. 

The remaining elements of the President's 
program in S. 2036 were incorporated into 
S. 404 which I also introduced and which was 
reported favorably by the Senate Labor Com
mittee. These parts are essential compon
ents of a full youth program. 

The legislation we are now considering 
thus has two parts; the Youth Conservation 
Corps and the Public Service Corps. In the 
Youth Conservation Corps one of the goals 
would be to take young men who would most 
benefit by a change in environment and 
afford them the opportunity to perform use
ful and constructive work. The original 
CCC program functioned very effectively, and 
over 2 million young men participated in 
that program. 
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The bill I have cosponsored provides that 
as a minimum one-third of the enrollment 
shall be reserved to work directly on State 
and local lands and the Federal Government 
will provide one-half of the funds required. 

The second part of the bill, the Public 
Service Corps, is essentially a pilot or a 
demonstration program. It is designed to 
provide 50-50 Federal and local cost sharing 
in urban projects which will be operated by 
local authorities. In this program the youth, 
who may be either boys or girls, will con
tinue to reside at home. This program has 
been developed as an experimental one for 
the precise purpose of providing full oppor
tunities for the continuation and expansien 
of the type of program you outlined as now 
underway in Cleveland. Funds under the 
program will be. channeled through the local 
community, along the lines which you have 
suggested. 

The legislation which the President sub
mitted to the Congress is based upon earlier 
legislation I cosponsored. What we seek is a 
broad approach to a complex problem. We 
need to offer· a wide variety of opportunities 
to these young people who for one reason 
or another are not motivated or challenged 
in their present environment. I view the 
cost involved in this legislation as an invest
ment. The aim is to develop these young
sters into useful citizens who will become 
productive members of society rather than 
a cost to society. 

I am sending on to you a copy of the com
mittee report on this legislation, and I hope 
that when you have studied it, you will agree 
that the President, the Secretary of Labor, 
and the committees of Congress have had 
very much in mind the questions on your 
mind. I also include a copy of the Man
power Development and Training Act where 
you will find several provisions relating spe
cifically to the problems of youth. 

Sincerely yours, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I am 
glad that the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] mentioned the two 
great pieces of proposed legislation that 
are apparently about to die on the legis
lative vine, when Congress adjourns 
some time in the next few days, I hope. 

I consider the Youth Employment Op
portunities Act, of which the Senator 
from Minnesota is the author, one of the 
most vitally important pieces of general 
welfare legislation that has come before 
this session of Congress. We think of 
all the implications of the · act when we 
think of what the program contemplated 
by the act would do, not only for the 
youth of our country, but for all the 
economy of this country. I am at a 
complete loss to understand why we 
have not been able to obtain a rule from 
the House Rules Committee that would 
permit the bill to become law. 

Another problem that confronts Con
gress is the problem of seeing to it that 
procedural reform is adopted in both 
Houses of Congress which will guarantee 
to the American people a precious right 
that I am sure the American people gen
erally think they have guaranteed to 
them, but a right which, in fact, does 
not exist, except at the sufferance of the 
Rules Committee of the House and at 
the sufferance of the Senate whenever 
majority rule is denied in the Senate. 
That is a sad thing, Mr. President. It 
is sad that we do not remove these pro
cedural roadblocks, so that we do not 
have to stand up, near the end of any 

session, and say that we have not been 
able to get a bill before Congress for 
final passage because of the power that 
the Rules Committee in the House has 
to deny the application of the precious 
principle of majority rule in the House. 

The Senator from Minnesota also 
spoke about the great loss the country 
has suffered by reason of the failure of 
Congress to pass 3. Federal aid to edu
cation bill. I am sad about it too, 
Madam President. I think the compro
mise that was reached in conference was 
a fair compromise. It went as far as the 
conference committee could go within 
the restrictions of the first amendment 
to the Constitution. It was a compro
mise involving title I of the bill, by pro
viding categorical grants to public and 
private universities and colleges for cer
tain specific purposes; namely, the con
struction of science buildings in the 
physical and natural sciences, libraries 
and engineering buildings. 
. The theory of the compromise was that 

such buildings are essential and needed 
for the training of students in the disci
plines in which there is an insufficiency 
of trained personnel in this country to 
meet the security and defense needs of 
the country in the sciences and in en
gineering. Of course, adequate libraries 
are essential to such training, and there
fore we included the building of libraries. 

It was a compromise in keeping with 
other legislation which Congress has en
acted over many years, and which has 
resulted in Federal grants to private col
leges, including colleges with denomina
tional sponsorship-Federal grants of 
money that the taxpayers are apparent
ly unaware of-involving many millions 
of dollars. We have been providing, 
through millions of dollars of Federal 
expenditures, great programs of higher 
educational nature on many campuses 
of the country which are campuses of 
so-called religious schools. 

Notre Dame is a good example. It has 
received huge grants from the Federal 
Government for the building of an 
atomic reactor for the training of nu
clear scientists. That is a Catholic in
stitution. The grant was by the Federal 
Government through the program of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. I never 
heard any hue and cry about the sep
aration of church and state when that 
grant was made, because it is recognized 
that such categorical use was perfectly 
constitutional. It is based upon a con
tractual conception. The Federal Gov
ernment had this categorical need, and 
it called upon Notre Dame University to 
fill that need. The need was essential 
to the defense and security of this coun-
try. · 

It was based upon a recognition that 
a physicist trained in the laboratory of 
Notre Dame was as important and valu
able to the defense and security of this 
country as a physicist trained in a pub
lic State university. 

Over the years the Federal Govern
ment has made many millions of dollars 
from Federal grants to public and private 
universities in this country, many of the 
private ones being of religious denomina
tions, in connection with the National 
Science Foundation program. 

Who wants to argue that when we 
made a Federal grant to a university 
sponsored by a religious denomination, 
it was not an aid to the university? 

What is the theory of grants? The 
theory of the grants is that such aids 
are essential to the defense and security 
of the country, and that it falls within 
the constitutional prer.ogative and power 
of the Federal Government to enter into 
such categorical use agreements and 
relationships with a religious college. 

The National Health Institutes pro
gram has resulted in millions of dollars 
of Federal grants to public and private 
universities over many years. Many of 
the private universities have been Cath
olic, Presbyterian, Baptist, and other· 
denominational private colleges. 

I heard no hue and cry in regard to any 
of such grants, on the ground that there 
was any violation of the doctrine of the 
separation of church and state. I heard 
no contention by any Senator on the floor 
of the Senate who voted for these grants 
that that w·as the case. However, when 
we talk about a categorical use grant for 
a physics building or a chemistry build
ing or a laboratory or an engineering 
building under a compromise conference 
proposal, we are told that it violates the 
first amendment to the Constitution. I 
know of no decision of the U.S. Supreme 
Court that even implies it. 

I yield to no other Senator in my 18-
year record of standing up in defense of 
the doctrine of the separation of church 
and state. I will not seek to apply the 
first amendment to a fact situation to 
which it is not applicable. In my judg
ment the first amendment is not ap
plicable to categorical grants for specific 
purposes that can be shown to be related 
to the defense and security of this coun
try. 

Such grants are not for the purpose of 
teaching religion. They are not for the 
purpose of providing religious facilities. 
They are not for the purpose of building 
chapels. The grants in all special-use 
cases are for training chemists, biochem
ists, physicists, · scientists, and nuclear 
engineers in the whole area of manpower 
shortage that exists in this country, so 
critical to the security and defense of 
the country. 

So all we did in conference, so far as 
title I was concerned, was to apply the 
pattern which has been applied for a 
long time by way of Federal grants for 
categorical use purposes in areas of hu
man knowledge in which it was neces
sary to educate and train experts who 
could provide the personnel needed to 
strengthen the security of the country. 
That was the compromise on title I. 

I say again tonight, as I said a few 
days ago on the floor of the Senate, when 
this issue was raised, that it was really 
title I, behind the scenes, which pro
duced the rejection of a conference re
port, although a different explanation or 
excuse was given on the House side by 
some of the House conferees. I shall 
now tw·n to that subject. 

That takes us to title II of the higher 
education bill. It will be recalled that 
when the higher education bill passed 
the Senate, title II took the form of 
scholarship grants, not loans, to stu-
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dents. I led the fight in the Senate for 
title II against proposals and amend
ments to it which would have reduced 
the program to a loan program; _ amend
ments which sought to limit any aid to 
the individual student himself to a loan 
and not to a scholarship grant. The 
Senate supported a scholarship grant 
proviso and passed title II providing for 
scholarships for students. 

The House version did not contain 
title II. The House was opposed to 
scholarships. In fact, for the House 
conferees even to enter into conference 
with the Senate con! erees, it was neces
sary to commit themselves to the House 
Committee on Rules that they would not 
bring back any_ scholarship proposal from 
conference. That created serious prob
lems for me as chairman of the Senate 
conferees, for the Senate conferees told 
me that they would not even go into 
the conference room with me so long as 
that restriction upon the freedom of 
action of the House conferees had been 
imposed upon them by the House Com
mittee on Rules. They meant it. I have 
done much mediating in my professional 
life, but I think I may say that one of 
the toughest jobs of mediation I ever 
had was in the Senate, because I had to 
mediate with my Senate conferees to 
persuade them at least to agree to go into 
conference with the House conferees. 

Probably the clinching argument I 
used, which finally persuaded them, was 
that I thought it was unreasonable for 
them to take the position that college 
students and higher institutions in 
America should su:ff er because some of 
the Senate conferees did not like the 
power exercised by the House Commit
tee on Rules. I pointed out to the Sen
ate conferees that they would not change 
that situation by refusing to go to con
! erence, but that the situation would be 
changed only when the rules of the 
House were changed. I said that what 
_they ought to do was to join with those 
of us who have been speaking on this 
subject from coast to coast for years, 
trying to educate the American people 
with respect to the great power vested 
in the House Committee on Rules, which 
in effect denies to the people majority 
rule in the House of Representatives, 
whenever the House Committee on Rules 
wants to deny majority rule to the 
American people. 

We have been saying to the American 
people: "You ought to make clear when 
you vote for Members of the House 
of Representatives that you expect a 
pledge from them before you vote for 
them that they will go back to Wash
ington, if elected to the House of Rep
resentatives, and strip the House Com
mittee on Rules of the great power it 
has, and which it exercised, for example, 
in connection with the requirement im
posed upon the House conferees on the 
higher education bill that they would 
have to commit themselves, before they 
got a rule to go to conference, not to 
bring back a proposal on scholarships." 

That is why I have said from coast to 
coast that the power of the House Com
mittee on Rules ought to be taken away 
from that committee. 

CVIIl--1391 

After a lapse of some time, the Senate 
conferees agreed, for various reasons, to 
go to conference on the higher educa
tion bill. I am not so sure that one of 
the reasons was not that they felt sorry 
for me, in that I had the responsibility 
to go to conference on that bill. So the 
conferees finally said they were willing 
to go to conference. 

We went to conference. I never ob
tained finer cooperation from Senate 
conferees than I received from Demo
crats and Republicans alike, as I sought 
to steer the higher education bill through 
conference. 

The conferees honored me by making 
me chairman of the conference, although 
we recognized the restrictions that had 
been imposed upon the House conferees. 

The House conferees proposed that 
title II be changed from a scholarship 
title to a loan section. Remember, the 
House bill did not contain title II. That 
was quite a retreat for the senior Senator 
from Oregon. I had to swallow hard; 
but I have always said that I will enter 
into such compromises in conference 
when, in my judgment, the total bill to 
be reported is one which will advance 
the public good. So I said I would ac
cept that compromise, but I urged that 
the House at least provide for a percent
age of forgiveness of the loans in those 
instances in which the loan board on a 
given campus could make a determina
tion that a given student could not go to 
college at all unless the loan which might 
be offered to him would be forgiven and 
he would not have to repay it. 

On the suggestion of the Senator from 
Oregon, the House conferees first pro
posed a 15-percent forgiveness compro
mise. I tried to have the amount raised 
to 25 percent. A motion was made for a 
25-percent forgiveness-of-loan section. 
The motion was defeated. 

Now I wish to say a word about the · 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. RAN
DOLPH]. He is not present to hear me 
say it, but I am sure he will be pleased 
to read it in the f?,ECORD tomorrow. In 
his tactful but firm manner, he sug
gested to the House conferees that if 
they really wanted a conference bill, he 
would strongly recommend that they 
agree to a 20-percent forgiveness clause. 
I think it is appropriate to say that it 
was perfectly obvious that the House 
conferees knew that the Senator from 
West Virginia meant exactly what he 
said. So the House conferees asked for 
a recess. I granted them the recess. 

At the conclusion of the recess, the 
House conferees announced that they 
would recede on the 15-percent proposal 
and accept a 20-percent proposal. That 
is how the 20-percent forgiveness pro-

·posal was placed in the conference com
promise. I thought it was an acceptable 
compromise. Of course, I preferred the 
out-and-out scholarship provision of the 
Senate bill; but in view of the fact that 
the House conferees were under restric
tions and could not agree to a scholar
ship program as such, but felt that they 
could agree to a loan provision which 
provided forgiveness of up to 20 percent 
in those cases in which there could be a 
finding that an individual student was 

in such absolute need that he or she 
could not go to college at all without the 
benefit of the forgiveness section, I 
thought we should accept that compro
mise, and the Senate conferees did so. 

Then there was title III, which dealt 
with community colleges. Again, there 
was no provision such as the Senate 
had in its version of the bill. The Senate 
conferees took the position-and we said 
we could not yield on it--that there 
had to be included in the bill something 
to benefit and aid the public community 
and junior colleges. We pointed out 
that six out of every seven students go
ing to community and junior colleges 
go to public community and junior col
leges; the number of private community 
colleges is infinitesimal. We were very 
adamant about that. We said to the 
House conferees, "We have given in on 
title I, and we have gone along on a 
compromise which really leans far in 
the direction of the House version of the 
bill"-particularly so, Madam President, 
when we bear in mind that the Senate 
version of the bill was a 100 percent loan 
bill, insofar as title I was concerned. 
It did not provide for any grants; it 
was a 100 percent loan bill, with the 
loans to go to public and private colleges. 
I think there is no question that loans 
to private colleges are constitutional, 
provided the interest rate charged is suf
ficiently high so that no subsidy is in
herent in the interest charge. This is 

- the Morse formula, worked out with the 
Treasury of the United States. I have 
always stood for loans to private schools, 
if they were made on the basis of an 
interest rate which would cover the cost 
of the use of the money-in other words, 
so the taxpayers of the Nation would not 
be subsidizing the religious schools by 
giving them interest-free money or one 
percent interest money or money at a 
rate of interest below the rate the 
Treasury Department determines to be 
the rate which must be paid in order to 
cover the use of the money, from the 
standpoint of the charges to the Ameri
can taxpayers. 

So we said to the House conferees, "We 
have gone a long way on title I and on 
title II, and we want to make perfectly 
clear to you that we are not yielding 
on grants to public community and 
jUnior colleges. Such private community 
and junior colleges as there are will be 
eligible for whatever is available to 
public colleges and-private colleges under 
title I of the bill, they do not have to 
look to title III. They · can take their 
chances with the universities and col
leges, public and private, covered by 
title I. But we are going to have in this 
bill something that will limit itself to 
public community colleges, and that is 
title ID." 

So in title III we provided for grants 
and loans to public community and jun
ior colleges; and finally the House con
ferees accepted it. We based the burden 
of our argument on the point which I 
made sometime ago here on the floor 
of the Senate, when I was discussing the 
educational needs of the District of Co
lumbia. I repeat it briefly now, by say
ing that at the end of the next decade, 
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the number of students going to junior 
and community colleges in the United 
States will exceed the number going to 
all the standard universities and col
leges, combined. That is the great 
movement which is about to occur in 
American higher education; and if we 
are to meet and accommodate this great 
influx of students into the community 
and junior colleges, we must start now 
with the construction of the necessary 
facilities. If that were not done, those 
students would be on the streets, for the 
standard universities and colleges can
not take care of them; they are already 
filled to overflowing. The result will be 
that these students will either be forced 
on to the streets or they will enter the 
community and junior colleges; and cer
tainly it is very much in the welfare of 
this country, both economically and 
socially, that they be kept off the streets 
and able to enter the community and 
junior colleges. That was the compro
mise; that is the conference measlJ.re 
which :finally went back to the House. 
Under the parliamentary requirement, it 
had to go first to the House. But what 
happened there? In the House, a Re
publican conferee moved that the con
ference report be resubmitted to con
ference, with instructions to strike · out 
title II-the title dealing with loans to 
students. He gave as the excuse the · 20 
percent forgiveness clause. I have men
tioned this before; but in view of cer
tain articles of recent date in the press, 
it needs to be mentioned again. That 
motion by that Republican conferee was 
supported by the Republican leadership 
in the House of Representatives. 

But here is one Senator who has lived 
through this whole conflict for months; 
and I have no intention of letting the 
Republicans try to put this on the back 
of the Democratic Party, for let me say 
that the majority of the Republicans 
have never wanted a higher education 
bill, anyway; and a majority of the Re
publicans, who were opposed to any form 
of Federal aid to education, have joined 
in a coalition with a small minority of 
reactionary Democrats to beat it; and it 
appears that they will be successful. 

But, Madam President, so far as I am 
concerned, they will have to answer for 
it. 

But now let me say that the excuse 
given by the Republicans in the House 
of Representatives does not set forth the 
real reason for the defeat of the confer
ence report in the· House of Representa
tives, for the real reason is to be found 
in a coalition of Republicans with a rel
atively small number of Democrats who 
really saw a chance to beat this bill, be
cause of title I, for in the background 
of this whole issue is the religious issue. 

Let no one deceive himself about it. 
I am satisfied that, if it had not been 
for the categorical grants to the reli
gious colleges of America, the bill would 
not have been sent back to conference. 

I think that was a sad, tragic occur
rence. I do not know how those who 
oppose the categorical use grants in the 
proposed conference bill, which were 
limited to expenditures for science build
ings, libraries needed to support science 
education, and engineering buildings, 

can justify their opposition to Federal 
grants in connection with title I of the 
bill. Yet, on the :floor of the House and 
of the Senate, as their voting records 
will show, they voted for millions of dol
lars in Federal grants for the other cate
gorical uses that I outlined earlier in 
this speech. 

They cannot do it on any logical basis, 
but, I am sorry to say that I think a part 
of the problem is that they long ago 
threw logic out the window whenever the 
religious issue :flew in. 

I say to them that I would not have 
voted for the compromise in conference 
if I had the slightest feeling that title I 
of the conference proposal violated the 
first amendment of the Constitution of 
the United States, involving the separa
tion of church and state do<;trine. I 
would not have voted for categorical 
grants to Catholic University in the Dis
trict of Columbia-and we have made 
some-to Georgetown University in the 
District of Columbia, another Catholic 
institution-and we have made some-
to Notre Dame University, and a long list 
of Catholic and Protestant universities 
in the country, if I thought that · there 
was the slightest possibility such grants 
were unconstitutional under the first 
amendment. 

Were it not for the Hill-Burton Act, 
many, many hospitals functioning in 
America tonight would not be perform
ing their great acts of mercy. Many of 
such hospitals are on Catholic campuses, 
Presbyterian campuses, and campuses of 
other religious institutions, and many of 
them that are not ori campuses are in
stitutions of churches. 

Over the years the Congress of the 
United States, under the Hill-Burton 
Act, has poured millions of dollars of 
the taxpayers money into those hos
pitals. I have not heard any hue and cry 

· about the violation of the principle of 
separation of church and state. 

These inconsistencies in attitude on 
the part of politicians always confound 
and dumbfound me. I said, in regard 
to this higher education bill, "If you 
are really in doubt, I cannot quarrel 
with your posing the question, but you 
ought to really tell the public why you 
oppose it, and not look for an escape, 
claiming that your opposition is based 
on the 20-percent forgiveness of student 
loans." 

In view of the fact that we have pro
vided all these other categorical grants, 
which have amounted to millions of dol
lars, I do not think it is unreasonable 
for the senior Senator from Oregon and 
others who share my view to take the 
position, "Let us test it. The place to 
test it is in the U.S. Supreme Court. 
If you really think these grants are un
constitutional, let the bill run its course. 
It will eventually reach the Supreme 
Court, and then we will put this emo
tional issue behind us once and for all." 

That is sorely needed to be done on 
this issue. We must ascertain, and the 
sooner the better, how far legislation can 
go by way of aid to private schools, 
whether . it takes the form of general 
loans to be spent for nonreligious pur
poses, or whether it takes the form of 
categorical use grants. But I do not 

think we help the health of our body 
politic by the legislative course of action 
we have followed in this session of Con
gress, of adjourning with no .legislation 
at all, leaving the issue unresolved-an 
issue that stirs up passions and emotions, 
creates contlicts within the Republic, and 
divides men from each other, when we 
really know that at heart they have 
nothing but a desire to promote the com
mon good. 

Apparently there is little chance of 
reaching agreement on the higher educa
tion bill, but I am never one to give up 
hope, nor am I ever one to quit when I 
have a responsibility to fill. So I take 
advantage of probably the last chance I 
will have in this session to make a final 
off er to the House. I say to the House 
tonight: "If it is not title I that you 
want, then let us take at least some step 
forward. Let us agree-" and I would 
have to have the agreement before we 
went into conference-"to return to the 
principle of the Senate bill 0n title I, by 
making it a 100-percent-loan title for 
both public and private colleges." 

That would be some progress. That 
would provide a considerable amount of 
assistance to a good many colleges. I 
know it would be said, "There are some 
public colleges which, under the constitu
tions of some States, could not enter into 
a loan program until either the State 
constitution was changed or the legis
lation was changed." That would be a 
question for the States to act upon. 
There is no reason why the Federal Gov
ernment should not make the offer. If 
the States do not wish to take the neces
sary legal revisionary steps to accept the 
offer, that is their responsibility. 

This would provide for the application 
of principle of uniformity in regard to 
title I. All institutions, public and pri
vate, would be treated the same. 

It would have to be understood and 
written into the title, as it was in the 
Senate bill, that the interest rate would 
cover the cost of the use of the money. 
That would not mean a commercial in
terest rate. That would not mean 6-
percent interest. It would mean an in
terest rate of whatever happened to be 
the :figure the Treasury Department said 
would cover the cost for the use of the 
money to the taxpayers of the United 
States. 

That would eliminate any possibility 
that any private religious college would 
obtain a subsidy in the form of an in
terest rate below the interest rate which 
would repay the cost for the use of the 
money. 

Next would be title II. Strong as I 
have been in favor of scholarships, in 
respect to which I was willing to retreat 
in conference to a 20-percent forgive
ness provision for needy students, I say 
to the House, "I will go all the way and 
make it a 100-percent loan program." 
That would help a great many students. 
It would not be of any help to the group 
of students who cannot go to college at 
all unless they can fall within the cate
gory of the 20-percent foregiveness 
group on which we agreed in the con
ference. But a loan program for the 
thousands of students who would be 
greatly helped by a loan program would 



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 22093 
be great progress in itself. It would be 
a great step forward. 

As to community colleges and junior 
colleges, although I should like to retain 
some grant provision, and would hope 
that the House would give us at least 
some grant provision-this is the first 
time I have made this offer, Madam 
Pr~sident-I say that if it would be help
ful to the House to reach some agree
ment with the Senate I would be willing 
to accept and would recommend to the 
Senate conferees that we accept a 100-
percent loan provision for public com
munity colleges and junior colleges. 

It is very discouraging to do that, for 
many community colleges and junior 
colleges are as poor as church mice. 
They would have a terrible time making 
arrangements to repay loans. But I 
think an opportunity for them to try 
to devise a loan program with the Fed
eral Government on a matching money 
basis-for that would be included in the 
bill-would be better than having no bill 
at :;tll. 

As chairman of the Senate conferees 
and as chairman of the joint conference, 
I · am willing to make that last" offer. 
Madam President, we cannot go beyond 
·that. There is no chance to go beyond 
that. If the House is not willing to go 
that far with us, then the responsibility 
for no bill must remain on the shoulders 
of the House and principally on the 
shoulders of the Republicans of the 
House. 

THE OREGONIAN ON FIRE 
Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I 

turn now to another subject. 
The Portland Oregonian-which is the 

largest newspaper in my State but in my 
opinion not the leading newspaper in my 
State-on September 13, 1962, carried an 
editorial questioning the location of two 
of the three major forest fire research 
laboratories operated by the Forest Serv
ice, claiming: 

Political influence in Washington, D.C., is 
more important in locating such facilities 
than are the requisites of the research. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

The three fire laboratories are located 
at Macon, where the State of Georgia 
:financed the structure; at Missoula, 
Mont.; and at Riverside, Calif. The 
construction of laboratories at Missoula 
and Riverside were :financed by the 
Federal Government. The latter loca
tion, the editorial admits, is in the heart 
of an area where forest fires are ex
tremely devastating. 

I want to outline the basis used in 
choosing a location for a laboratory, 
and thereby correct the misconceptions 
held by the Oregonian. Many factors 
necessarily enter into the selection of a 
laboratory site and all of these must be 
weighed. One factor is nearness to the 
problem to be studied. The Riverside, 
Calif., laboratory especially illustrates 
this point, with its nearness to southern 
California which has the most critical 
and explosive fire condition found any
where in the country. A second factor is 
the opportunity for cooperation that 
speeds the research-favorable at all 

three fire laboratory locations. Third is 
the relation to operational programs 
such as the State fore st fire control pro
gram in Georgia and the smokejumper 
and aerial fire depot at Missoula that 
benefit and support the research. 

The fire research done at the three 
larger laboratories is geared to answer 
questions important everywhere as well 
as in the forest region. Thus, the pro
gram at Missoula features lightning 
storm modification research, work of ut
most value to Oregon and Washington as 
well as the entire mountainous West. A 
great deal of research at Riverside will be 
on :firefighting chemicals, also of signifi
cance everywhere that fire control is a 
problem. Basic research on fire-induced 
whirlwinds at the Macon laboratory con
tributes to a better understanding of fire 
behavior in the West as well as the 
South. 

Fire research is carried on at six other 
locations where special problems require 
additional research and localization in 
the interpretation and application of 
results. One of the six locations is at 
the Pacific Northwest Forest and Range 
Experiment Station of . the Forest Serv
ice at Portland, Oreg. 

The Oregonian forget to tell that fact 
to its readers. 

This is an example of failure on the 
part of journalists to inform by using 
the well-known journalistic technique of 
concealment. 

Other forestry research laboratories 
are being built by the Forest Service in 
Oregcn, in relation to the needs dictated 
by an efficiently operating program and 
not because of political influence. 
Recently dedicated was the Forestry 
Science Laboratory on the campus of 
Oregon State University at Corvallis-a 
laboratory where basic research in 
forestry will be done not only of benefit to 
Oregon but to the entire West and Na
tion. This location was chosen to 
strengthen the cooperative programs of 
the university and the Forest Service. 

The Oregonian forgot to tell that fact 
to its readers. Madam President, I re
peat-this is a well-known journalistic 
technique of misrepresentation by con
cealment. 

The opportunity to train young scien
tists engaged in forestry research is en
hanced and advantage may be taken to 
utilize the scientific facilities present at 
such a major educational and research 
institution as the one at the Oregon 
State University at Corvallis, which the 
Oregonian forgot to mention in its edi
torial. I am happy that I was associ
ated with my colleague, now presiding in 
the chair, the Senator from Oregon [Mrs. 
NEUBERGER], and her late husband, when 
he was a Member of this body, in our 
mutual endeavors to obtain the estab
lishment of forest research facilities, not 
only in Oregon but also elsewhere in the 
Nation where the facts showed the needs 
justified them. 

I wonder if the Oregonian really thinks 
that I should have opposed the Forest 
Research Laboratory at Macon, Ga. I 
wonder if the Oregonian really wants its 
readers to believe that some way, some
how, I failed in my service to the people 
of Oregon by not opposing the establish-

ment of a Forest Service Laboratory at 
Riverside, Calif. I wonder if the 
editors of the Oregonian really desire to 
attempt to sustain the proposition that 
I should have opposed the establishment 
of a Forest Service Laboratory at Mis
soula, Mont. 

If they really mean to leave that im
pression, let me say to the editors of the 
Oregonian that they will never fool the 
voters of Oregon with such an unethical 
proposal. As a Senator from Oregon, 
it is my responsibility in the Senate to 
judge these questions from the stand
point of the public interest. I say to the 
Oregonian that, in my judgment, a strong 
and meritorious case in the public in
terest was made for the location of these 
laboratories at Macon, Ga., at River
side, Calif., and at Missoula, Mont., 
just as we made a strong case on 
the merits for the location of the Forest 
Service facilities that have been estab
lished in the State of Oregon. 

Another Forest Service Laboratory 
under construction is located at Bend, 
Oreg., where research on timber-grow
ing problems is featured. But the edi
tors of the Oregonian forgot to tell that 
to their readers when they wrote their 
editorial. Again I say that is an ex
ample of journalistic misrepresentation 
by concealment. 

I advise the Oregonian editors that 
future plans call for a laboratory at 
Roseburg, Oreg., where brush conver
sion and associated reforestation prob
lems of the West will be attacked. A 
range and wildlife habitat research 
laboratory, may I advise the editors of 
the Oregonian, is planned for La Grande, 
Oreg., in the heart of the eastern Ore
gon livestock and big game area. 

Soon it is hoped that a new headquar
ters office and laboratory, I am advised 
by the Forest Service, can be scheduled 
for Portland, Oreg., the home city of the 
Oregonian, in place of the somewhat 
crowded and inadequate space and facil
ities available there now. 

I wonder if the editors of the Oregonfan 
have any questions as to the merits of 
locating these forest laboratory facili
ties in Oregon. If we are entitled to 
them on the merits-and we are-then 
let me say to the editors of the Ore
gonian that California was entitled to 
the laboratory at Riverside; Georgia 
was entitled to the laboratory at Macon; 
Montana was entitled to the laboratory 
at Missoula. 

We know why the editorial was writ
ten and why the Oregonian once again
and it does it as a matter of general 
practice when they surmise that the 
senior Senator from Oregon might be 
harmed by resort to such journalistic 
practices-engages in misrepresent&.tion 

·of the facts by concealment of the facts. 
They thought the editorial might hurt 
the senior Senator from Oregon in the 
midst of a political campaign. 

I take great comfort in the fact that 
the people of Oregon are smarter than 
the editors of the Oregonian. 

They are so smart, so politically wise 
to the Oregonian, that they will see 
through this misrepresentation of facts 
by concealment on the part of the edi
tors of the Oregonian. 
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Thus, a comprehensive plan is on the 
books to provide an efficient group of 
facilities that will support a strong for
estry research program aimed at solv
ing problems in water, timber, recrea
tion, range, and wildlife production in 
Oregon. . 

Let me say to the editor of the Ore
gonian who loves to write about WAYNE 
MORSE'S inconsistency that this is one 
of the Oregonian's problems. Last win
ter this paper attacked me for using 
what it alleged was political influence on 
the Bureau of Land Management's range 
program as though I was up to some 
sinister action. Today the BLM has a 
vigorous range program in Malheur 
County and it has regeared its policies 
in constructive ways. 

Last winter, political influence by the 
senior Senator was bad. Now, because, 
without one scintilla of evidence, the 
Oregonian finds an alleged need for a 
forest fire laboratory in Oregon, its ab
sence is due to a lack of something called 
political influence. 

Well, let me say to the Oregonian that 
the forest laboratories at Corvallis and 
Bend came about as a result of some con
structive, nonpartisan political activity. 
First the local people, upon learning that 
the Forest Service considered their com
munity an ideal place for a particular 
type of forest laboratory came forward 
with genuine cooperation. 

Second, Oregon Senators worked to
gether with the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], the Senate's expert on 
forest research, to get the program at 
Bend underway ahead of the schedule 
proposed by the administration. 

As a Senator from Oregon, I want 
placed in Oregon only these forest re
search facilities that meet the test of 
service to the national interest. We have 
far too many critical forest problems to 
solve to engage in political logrolling 
and to have research facilities parceled 
out on a political basis. 

I suggest that the Oregonian look at 
the national forest development pro
gram which was originally proposed by 
Secretary Benson and compare it with 
the vigorous and substantial action by 
Secretary Freeman and President Ken
nedy. 

I suggest that the Oregonian look at 
the record of the Eisenhower adminis
tration on forest roads and compare it 
with the record of four successive Demo
cratic Congresses and President Ken
nedy's 2 years in office. 

I challenge the Oregonian to produce 
the evidence and the documented state
ments of competent foresters that there 
is an overriding need for a forest fire 
laboratory in Oregon. 

If a need exists, it has been marked by 
a great silence on the subject up to now 
by this news oracle on conservation 
needs. 

I challenge the Oregonian to show that 
one Forest Service research facility has 
been located on other than sound tech
nical and scientific judgment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the mis
leading editorial from the Oregonian be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIRE LABS ELsEWHERE 

· One understands why the Federal Gov
ernment has decided to locate its third For
est Fire Laboratory in Riverside, Calif. It 
will be in the heart of an area whose timber 
stands are not significant but where fire 
(much of it in brushlands) has been ex
traordinarily devastating in recent years. 
Such fires have cost some $60 million in 
property damage in Los Angeles County alone 

. in the past 8 years. 
But when one examines the location of the 

other two fire laboratories of the U.S. Forest 
Service, a. question arises. One is in Georgia, 
the other in Montana. Forest Service sta
tistics show that Georgia, in a recent .esti
mate, had some 36 billion board feet ·of 
sa.wtimber, all of the South only 357 billion. 
Montana's stand was estimated at 55 billion 
board feet. 

The Nation's Fort Knox of sawtimber is in 
the Pacific Northwest States of Oregon and 
Washington. Here there are between 700 and 
800 billion board feet of timber, more than a 
third of all that available in the entire 
country. If one is speaking of top-grade 
sawtimber, the proportion in the Northwest 
is even higher. 

It would seem that forest fire research 
would better serve the country were it 
to be done under the climatic conditions of 
the area in which the Nation has its biggest 
stake in timber. These conditions are not to 
be found in Montana or Georgia or southern 
California (California's sawtimber is in the 
north). 

Why no Forest Service Fire Laboratory 
here? The only answer we can think of is 
that political influence in Washington, D.C., 
is more important in locating such facilities 
than are the requisites of the research. 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, the . 
editorial illustrates a misrepresentation 
by concealment of pertinent facts that 
should have been included in the edito
rial, if the editors of the Oregonian had 
wished· to give a true statement of the 
facts to their readers. 

COLD WAR GI BILL WILL GREATLY 
BENEFIT THE NATION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, earlier 
this afternoon I spoke in support of the 
Morse bill which I have introduced year 
after year, for more than 5 years, seeking 
to provide long-overdue pensions to 
World War I veterans. 

I have been waiting to give in the 
Senate a major speech on the cold war 
GI needs, and under the subject "Cold 
War GI Bill Will Greatly Benefit the 
Nation" I propose to make this speech 
for the RECORD tonight. 

Madam President, I am disturbed that 
S. 349, the so-called cold war GI bill of 
rights does not--according to the legis
lative program announced by the leader
ship this month of September-seem to 

· be receiving the attention of the Senate 
which its importance deserves. I propose 
therefore to discuss it in some detail in 
the hope that the leadership may see fit 
to bring it back to the floor this session 
for a vote. I hope also to set to rest 
some doubts which may have arisen as 
a result of the previous d,ebate on this 
measure. 

Before commenting further, however, 
I would like to repeat my commendation 

of the senior Senator from Texas for his 
leadership in connection with this bill. 
For 2 years, as chairman of the full Edu
cation Subcommittee, I have watched 
the Senator carry on the battle for this 
legislation. The persistence, vigor, and 
ability with which he has done so have 
been exemplary. The people of Texas 
can take pride in the fact that tJ;ley 
found themselves an effective spokesman, 
not only for the interests of their State, 
but for the interests of all the United 
States . 

The senior Senator from Oregon is 
also a longtime supporter of the cold 
war GI bill. Since the education and 
training benefits of the GI bill were 
terminated by Presidential proclamation 
in 1955, I have testified three times be
fore committees and often on the floor 
of the Senate in support of legislation to 
renew the program .. In the 86th Con
gress I was a sponsor of S. 1138, the 
pre~ecessor of the current legislation, 
which I was happy to see pass the Senate 
by a vote of 57-31. I am also one of the 
37 cosponsors of S. 349. So is the dis
tinguished minority whip who cospon
sored bills to this effect in both the 84th 
and 85th Congresses, and spoke in favor 
of this bill when it reached the floor last 
month. It is also worth noting that the 
majority leader in a speech on Septem
ber 6, recognized the ever-increasing im
portance of higher education in this 
technological age. The majority leader 
went on to say that the need for ad
vanced education is not just limited to 
a person's individual development, but 
"there is also a direct relationship be
tween education and economic growth." 
In support of his position, he inserted 
in the RECORD an address by the able 
president of Montana State College 
which pointed out that, as a consequence 
of the Morrill Act, Federal research, and 
the Extension Service, only 8 percent of 
our population are required to more than 
supply all the agricultural needs of our 
Nation, releasing millions of people for 
other economic pursuits. 

In order to have the record clear, ·let 
us review the position of the former Sen
ator from Massachusetts, Mr. Kennedy, 
when he was concerned with this legis
lation. As the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
YARBOROUGH] and the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. COOPER] have pointed 
out, Senator Kennedy cast the deciding 
vote to break a 2-to-2 deadlock and 
bring this legislation out of the Veterans' 
Affairs Subcommittee. When the bill 
was considered by the full Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, Senator 
Kennedy voted for a motion to change 
the grant provisions to loans. When the 
bill reached the floor, the RECORD shows 
that Senator Kennedy voted for an 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LONG] which provided 
for a combination grant-loan proposal. 
I believe that this accurately states the 
position of Mr. Kennedy when he was a 
Senator from Massachusetts, although 
times have changed somewhat, and his 
views · may be altered by other respon
sibilities. 

At any rate, the positions of members 
of the executive branch, or Members 
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of the House of Representatives, do not 
affect tne obligation of ·the Senate to 
make an independent determination of · 
the merits of this legislation in the na-
tional interest. · 

PURPOSES OF THE BILL 

Under the terms of the bill, sections 2 
and 4 would provide education and 
training and home and farm loan bene
fits as readjustment aids for those serv
ing after the end of the Korean conflict 
and before July 1, 1963, which is the 
scheduled termination date of the Uni
versal Military Training and Service Act. 
As of December 1960, there were 1.5 
million post-Korean veterans to whom 
this bill would apply, and by ·1973, the 
Veterans' Administration estimates 
there will be some 4.5 million. Further, 
section 3 would place the existing voca- -
tional rehabilitation program admin
istered by the Veterans' Administration 
for the benefit of war-service-disabled 
personnel on a permanent basis. It 
would do this by extending the .eligibility 
for benefits to those disabled during the 
period between the end of World War 
II and the beginning of the Korean 
conflict and after the Korean conflict. 

It is pertinent to note that the Presi
dent and all the executive agencies of 
the Government favor enactment of sec
tion 3 of this bill, as is stated in their 
reports which are included in the hear
ings on S. 349 at pages 23-28. It is my 
impression that, during the entire debate 
on this measure, no objection whatever 
has been _voiced on section 3 of the act, 
and therefore, for all intents and pur
poses we may proceed with the assump
tion that this provision of the bill is not 
at issue. 

The Bureau of the Budget and the De
partment of Defense have, however, 
voiced objections to sections 2 and 4 
which appear to be substantial and with . 
which I would like to deal at this time. 
COST OF S . 349 WOULD BE REPAID WITH INTEREST 

The Bureau of the Budget begins its 
presentation by stating that the esti
mated cost of "cold war-GI bill" would 
be about $4 billion through June 30, 
1973, and that additional costs would be 
incurred beyond that date. The Bu
reau's report does not assert that this is 
an objection. However, since an infer
ence to this effect might arise, it would 
be prudent to make crystal clear that 
this bill would not be a drain on the U.S. 
Treasury. Exactly the opposite is . true. 
Any money that will be expended on this 
program, and the estimates of expendi
tures range from $300,000 to $400,000 per 
year, would not only come back · to the 
Treasury but would more than repay 
itself by taxation of increased earning 
power which these veterans would at
tain. 

As proof of this, I would read into the 
RECORD two short paragraphs of a state
ment issued by the Veterans' Administra
tion. On June 22, 1954: the · 10th an
niversary of ·the passage of the Wodd 
War Ir GI _bill, the VA wrote as follows: 

Through the GI bill the World War II 
veterans have become the best -educated 
group of people in the history of the United 
S~ates. · -~ecause ~f their training'. they _have 

raised their income level to the point where 
they are now paying an extra $1 billion a year 
in income taxes to Uncle Sam. . 

At this rate, the GI bill for . veterans 
alone will pay off the entire $15 billion cost 
to the GI .educational training program for 
the next 15 years. 

This statement was delivered in 1954, 
8 years ago, before these veterans had an 
opportunity to further raise their earn
ings. It indicates that the U.S. Treasury 
is already $2 billion richer because of the 
foresight of men such as the distin
guished Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] who were the architects of 
this landmark legislation. 

Madam President, 1944 was not so 
long ago, and the fact that the original 
GI bill has not only paid for itself but 
returned the $2 billion "profit" to the 
Treasury should convince the last doubt- . 
ing Thomas in the Senate that S. 349 is 
a sound economic measure. As its pred
ecessors have done, it will return very 
substantial dividends to the U.S. Treas
ury, and any view of the bill which 
counts its cost without looking ahead to 
its returns can pretend to neither good 
accounting nor good statesmanship. 
BILL WOULD REDUCE UNEMPLOYMENT PAYMENTS 

An added dollar-and-cents benefit of 
S. 349 is that it would cut down heavy 
expenditures for unemploymnet. 

The Senator from Texas has pointed 
out that we are paying $80 million a 
year right now in unemployment bene
fits, and a very substantial part of this 
goes to GI's who are trying to readjust 
to civilian life. 

We are told that although national 
unemployment figures show an overall 
5- to 6-percent unemployment rate, the 
percentage for the age group of cold-war 
veterans ranges from 35 to 50 percent. 

In view of the fact that the men sel
ected for military service must be su
perior physical and mental specimens, 
and also have youth on their side, it is 
of great concern that such numbers of 
persons of this age group are not able to 
secure civilian employment. 

Since experience indicates that 50 to 
55 percent of the cold-war veterans 
would take advantage of an educational 
and training program, it is apparent that 
the unemployed among cold-war vet
erans would be reduced drastically, and 
there would be a corresponding decrease 
of Federal unemployment compensation 
ir:;. this area. 

This brings us to the next objection 
raised to S. 349, namely, that it is now 
peacetime and that men serving in the 
Armed Forces during this period should 
not be granted rights and benefits origi
nating in legislation associated with 
wartime. 

OLD TERMINOLOGY OBSOLETE 

I think it is apparent to this sophis
ticated body that the old semantic 
dichotomy used in this connection is as 
obsolete as the 1944 propellered aircraft. 
I need not labor the point. The mili
tary budget approved by this body is in 
excess of $45 billion for the current fis
cal year. The problems of southeast 
Asia, Berlin, and other areas are daily 
before us for consideration. The Presi
dent has · just sent to us an authoriza-

tion for an extraordinary callup of 
Ready Reserve Forces which we hope will 
never be used. 

Legally speaking, as the majority whip 
pointed out on August 24, the country 
is at the moment in a state of national 
emergency since the President's procla
mation of December 19, 1950, to that 
effect has never been withdrawn. Fur
ther, an editorial in the New York Times 
of October 1 informs us that the Presi
dent, by Executive order, has authorized 
the award of the Purple Heart and the 
Bronze Star Medal for bravery in combat 
during the current period. · 

We have developed a name for this 
condition and it is called the "cold war." 
Along the DEW line, at our bases in 
Greenland, and standing watches in the 
North Atlantic, I have no doubt it is a 
very cold and uncomfortable condition, 
indeed. At other points, such as Laos 
and South Vietnam, it has been uncom
fortably hot. At any time, there is the 
awful possibility, at any number of 
points, that it may beeome more un
comfortable. 

This condition is accompanied by an 
obligation for universal military service 
pursuant to which 45 percent of our 
young men have, since 1955, served for 
varying periods in the Armed Forces of 
their country. 

This brings us to the heart of the 
matter, the rationale of the GI bill, 
which is to help the serviceman to re
adjust to civilian society. 
BILL IS FOR PURPOSE OF HELPING READJUSTMENT 

As has been so aptly pointed out by 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
BURDICK], the theory of the original GI 
bill, which was entitled the Serviceman's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, and the Ko
rean GI bill, and now S. 349, is to pro
vide some compensation for the disrup
tion of a serviceman's life, which may 
extend for a period of 2, 3 or more years. 
. On page 216 of the hearings, Senator 

BURDICK asks the following question: 
I understand from previous witnesses, and 

I believe from the drafters of this original 
legislation, that the essential reason or basis 
for the legislation was based upon disruption, 
not the type of service he was going to face 
or the type of enemy he was going to face, it 
was based upon disruption; I believe wit
nesses have so testified. 

Stephen S. Jackson, the Deputy Assist
ant to the Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel, answered as follows: 

I believe that is true. Yes. 

Although the obligation to serve in the 
armed services is universal, we have seen 
that only 45 percent of our best manhood 
and womanhood has actually performed 
service since 1955. The selection be
tween those who go and those who stay 
involves the accident of sharp eyesight, 
good physical and mental fitness, and 
conditions of family dependency. 

FIFTY PERCENT OF SERVICE JOBS HAVE NO 

CIVILIAN COUNTERPART 

Those who serve face not only danger 
and discomfort but in about 50 percent 
of the cases, disqualification from later 
civil employment. In 1955, the Com
mission on Veterans Pensions, headed by 
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Gen. omar N. Bradley, made a study .re~ 
sulting in a final report to the President 
on April 23, 1956. On page 277 of this 
report, the Commission concludes as fol
lows: 

About half of the enlisted men in 1954 
were in occupations closely comparable to 
civilian jobs where there was a moderate to 
high civilian labor demand. The other half 
were in ' occupational specialities with no 
civilian counterpart or where there was no 
significant labor demand. 

This report has been cited by the De
partment of Defense in a different con
text, to which I will shortly address 
myself. For the present, it is well to re
member that those serving under the 
universal military service obligation are, 
as a group, handicapped in returning 
to civilian life. This handicap applies . 
to the man who has been drafted for 6 
months, and the man who has been 
drafted for 2 years. It applies with equal 
force to the individual who volunteers 
for extended active duty of 3 or 4 years 
in order to choose or a void a particular 
kind of duty. 

It is no answer to say that the intro
duction of flexibility as to the types of 
programs available, and their timing in 
relation to an individual's education, 
makes the military obligation any less 
of a sacrifice. 

The fact of the matter is that 45 per
cent of our youth has been taken away 
from their civilian pursuits, their pro
fessions, their contacts, and the sources 
of the experience that will benefit them 
in later life. In many cases their tours 
of duty have been involuntarily extended 
for periods up to 12 months. This has 
further disrupted their careers. While 
they have been serving their country, 
and in some cases patroling the perime
ters of freedom, their contemporaries 
have remained behind and have forged 
ahead in their chosen fields. 

The Senator from Texas has pointed 
out that, at this time, the average fac
tory worker in the United States earns 
approximately $90 per week. According 
to the military pay scale which has been 
set forth in the hearings and in the CoN
GREssroNAL RECORD, an enlisted man who 
is in the service for 2 years can, if he 
achieves the rank of E-3, rise to a salary 
of $99.37 per month. An E-2 receives 
$85.80 and an E-1, $83.20 per month. 
When an individual of this sort emerges 
from the service, he must face the com
petition of a worker who has accumu
lated 2 years of experience and on-the
job training. The same is true for the 
young attorney who is absent from his 
Government agency or private practice, 
or a boy who wishes to take over his 
father's farm or business. This bill 
would help compensate for those disad
vantages incurred by the boy who bas 
been in service. 

The Senator from Texas has pointed 
out that the readjustment of the return
ing serviceman is no bed of roses. The 
figures show that 80 percent of those 
who go to college under the GI bill work 
at the same time-or else their wives 
work--0r they borrow funds that the col
leges make available. Many of these 
GI's have family obligations. Only 20 
percent of the Gl's who went to college 

under these programs subsisted on their 
GI payments alone. 

It is this type of individual whom S. 
349 would assist. The Senator from 
Texas has pointed out that after a year 
or two or three of military service, these 
men knuckle down and get to work. He 
pointed out that the dean of Pennsyl
vania State testified that at his institu-· 
tion there are monitors placed in the 
dormitories to keep order, and that these 
monitors are selected on the basis of 
competence and capability. The dean 
found, in connection with his appearance 
before the subcommittee, that 33 of the 
36 monitors were veterans. 

It has also been found that veterans 
gravitate to the top of their class and 
present few disciplinary problems. They 
have compiled an enviable record, a 
tabulation of which is presently being 
prepared by the Department of Labor. 
These men have made the GI bill pro
gram a resounding success and one that 
ought to be carried forward. 
EDUCATION SHOULD NOT BE GEARED TO MILITARY 

NEEDS 

A further objection raised against this 
bill by the Department of Defense, and 
echoed in the report of the Bureau of 
the Budget, may be summarized from 
the letter of the General Counsel of the 
Defense Department to the chairman of 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare of May 4, 1961: 

The Department of Defense recognizes that 
s. 349 involves questions of broad national 
policy beyond the scope of the Department 
of Defense. However, it must be pointed 
out that proposals of this nature have a 
very definite effect on the abllity of the 
Armed Forces to retain qualified personnel. 
Programs of educational and vocational as
sistance encourage personnel to leave mili
tary service immediately after accruing the 
maximum benefits which can be gained. 
This results in a serious handicap to the 
Armed Forces in their effort to attract re
tained qualified personnel on a career 
basis • • • retention of personnel remains 
one of our most crucial problems. Enact
ment of a bill reinstituting benefits available 
only to the person who separates from the 
service will compromise the effectiveness of 
the efforts now being directed toward per
sonnel retention. • • • Attitude surveys 
conducted in the Air Force when the Korean 
GI blll was put in effect conclusively estab
lished that 45 to 50 percent of all separating 
first-term airmen were leaving the service to 
pursue courses of formal education. 

The General Counsel's report does 
credit to the Department of Defense in 
setting forth its point of view, not only 
persuasively but with admirable balance. 
Undoubtedly, the decision of many first
term airmen to leave the cervice to 
pursue courses of formal ed11cation rep
resented a negative value for the Depart
ment of Defense. However, it present
ed a very pasitive value for the country 
as a whole. 

Under our system of government, it is 
the Congress that determines the level 
of incentives and the quality of military 
career compensation. Since 1947, under 
extraordinarily able leadership in both 
Houses, the Congress has done very well 
in this area. It can continue to do well 
and can do better in the future. 

It is the Congress which also decides 
the balance of national interests, and 

whether ·it wishes to favor military es~ 
tablishment for civil body politic when 
it comes to a particular legislative deci
sion. This is exactly the kind of de
cision which is within the responsibility 
and the competency of the Congress to 
make, and it should not hesitate from 
doing so. In this case the Congress 
should unhesitatingly adopt s. 349. 
Since it may have adverse personnel 
consequences for the Department of De
fense Congress should redress the bal
ance 'in other areas so that our national 
security will not be impaired. 

OTHER PRESSING NEEDS WHICH THE UNITED 
STATES MUST MEET 

During the week of September 10, the 
President made a tour of our space 
installations emphasizing our require
ments in the "space race." 

From the lead story in the Washington 
Post on September 13, I quote as follows: 

Addressing some 50,000 at Rice University 
Stadium in Easton this morning the Presi
dent said: "We mean to lead it for the eyes 
of the world now look into space, to the moon 
and to the planets beyond, and we have 
vowed that we shall not see it (space) gov
erned by a hostile flag of conquest but by a 
banner of freedom and peace." 

Thus, the President continued to hammer 
home his theme that unless the United 
States can best the Soviets in space, free
dom of space cannot be assured. 

In order to win this race, we are going 
to need engineers. An engineering man
power commission survey of 517 com
panies and Government agencies which 
employ 200,000 of the country's 900,000 
professional engineers indicates these 
employers will need 45 percent more 
engineers in 1971 than they employed 
in 1961. Further, with Government and 
industry research in development work 
running over $15 billion a year in the 
United States and tripling every 8 years, 
the overall demand for technologists is 
certain to rise sharply. Yet, we find 
that from the spring of 1958 when 38,134 
seniors got engineering degrees our num
ber of graduating engineers had shrunk 
to 35,860 in 1961, and it was probable 
that even a smaller number graduated 
this year. The consequences of this de
cline, in the 4 years following Russia's 
first sputnik and at a time when the 
country is trying in every way to acceler
ate its space program, are so serious that 
I want to dwell on this point a little later 
in my remarks. 

It is not solely in the fi.eld of space that 
our national needs for educated persons 
is becoming acute. In medicine, the 
Senator from New Jersey CMr. WIL
LIAMS] has pointed out that in 1958-
59 the United States graduated only 
6,900 physicians while the Soviet Union 
graduated 27,000. On this point, the 
Senator from Texas bas given us a figure 
of 16,000 for the number of Soviet doctors 
graduated this year, which figure would 
still be more than double the number 
graduated in the United States. He fur
ther informs us that 2,000 of this total 
were trained in the languages, mores, 
customs and religions of underdeveloped 
countries, and were pledged in advance 
to practice medicine in these countries 
and to live with the people there where 
they would undoubtedly have an impact 
i'Ti the cold war. 
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Senator WIL_LIAMS went on to point out 
that of· the 7,800,000 World War II vet-: 
erans and the 2,334,000 that took ad
vantage of the Korean GI bill, the Veter
ans' Administration has tabulated that 
441,214 have studied engineering; 156,425 
entered the field of physics, chemistry 
and the other natural sciences; 334,534 
are engaged in teaching, and 174,614 are 
in medical work and related jobs. 

Therefore, we do not have to speculate 
that passage of S. 349 will strengthen the 
educational resources of this country. 
We have proof-positive of that fact; we 
have the tangible results of the two GI 
bills which were predecessors to S. 349. 
There is further documentation in Sen
ate Report 700 accompanying S. 349. To 
ignore these facts, to waste the human 
resources that would be developed as a 
result of such a bill, to ignore the po
tential strength that such a program will 
give to our country at a time of need 
would not be a positive act of responsi
bility. 
SECURITY ASPECTS PROMINENT BUT NOT SOLE 

CONSIDERATION 

There has been some talk during the 
debate on S. 349 that to point out the 
advantages of national security of the 
GI education program is misleading. It 
has been said that only slightly more 
than 700 out of 3,800 taking fellowships 
under the National Defense Education 
Act were in the fields of science and en
gineering. The fact that a greater pro
portion is not in science and engineering 
is taken by some to cast doubt upon the 
value of that program, or perhaps any 
educational program. 

I might suggest, in response to such an 
argument, that every little bit helps. 

In the words of the distinguished Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]: 

We are familiar with the need for meeting 
the threat of communism with a stepped up 
educational program. We have already put 
into operation the National Defense Educa
tion Act for the purpose of providing scien.:. 
tists and technicians to prevent the Soviets 
from surpassing us on an overall basis in our 
missile endeavor. 

I believe that the enactment of the cold 
war-GI bill would offer still another means 
of meeting the Soviet educational challenge. 

Because of this I have no hesitation in 
championing this bill as the part of the 
Nation's frontal attack on communism. 

In view of what I have just said and in 
view of the genuine concern in such emer
gency with which the Kennedy administra
tion is meeting such problems, I feel that this 
measure has a much better chance of suc
cess than it had in past years. 

Although the benefits to national secu
rity will be great, the benefits to our 
society as a result of passage of S. 349 
will be equally great in other areas of our 
society. It will raise the quality and 
the tone of our business life, and, inci
dentally, our exports for foreign trade. 
It will strengthen our teaching profes
sion, our agriculture, and even, as the 
Senator from Texas pointed out, our 
literature. I refer here to the Harper 
Prize novel of 1962 which was written 
by a former Navy enlisted man who re
tired after 22 years, at the age of 40, to 
study under the GI bill at the University 
of North Carolina. He graduated Phi 
Beta Kappa, and wrote a book entitled, 

"The Sand Pebbles," which was selected 
by the Book of the Month · Club and 
serialized by the Saturday Evening Post 
before receiving the $10,000 book award. 

Last but not least, the results of such 
a program will be reflected in a better 
informed electorate. As the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] has 
wisely pointed out, this measure will give 
a large number of our citizens an oppor
tunity to become enlightened to partici
pate more intelligently in public affairs, 
to reach better decisions, and to con
tribute to the leadership which the 
circumstances of history have thrust 
upon this country. 

I wish to make perfectly clear that I 
am not minimizing the importance of 
the National Defense Education Act nor 
of the scholarship loan provisions of 
H.R. 8900, the higher education bill. 

I wish to emphasize that S. 349 is not 
a substitute for either of the two other 
education programs. S. 349 reaches a 
different segment of the population from 
either of the other two measures. It is 
the most democratic of the three pro
grams. It compliments them and adds 
to the total national effort in education 
which our Nation so vitally requires at 
this time. 

SHORTAGE OF ENGINEERS BECOMING CRITICAL 

Because of the gravity of the issue, I 
wish to return for a few moments to the 
problem posed by the decreasing number 
of engineering graduates in our country. 

The Senator from Nevada, who is a 
member of both the Armed Services and 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences Com
mittees [Mr. CANNON], has delivered a 
series of three able speeches which il
luminate this whole area. The Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] has also 
taken the floor on this vital subject. 

The Senator from Nevada has char
acterized the problem as "of critical im
portance to national security." He has 
said: 

To me it seems nothing less than to be 
courting national disaster if we continue to 
let this trend go on without taking some 
steps to rect ify the situation. 

Senator PROXMIRE has characterized 
the matter as "a very, very serious eco
nomic, scientific, and military problem." 

Both have placed in the RECORD ex
cellent factual material by which this 
body can inform itself as to just how 
grave our engineering situation is. 

I shall not detain the Senate by re
viewing this information but will only 
point out that while the output of the 
United States in graduate engineers was 
declining from 38,000 to 35,000 during 
the years 1957-61, indications are that 
the Soviet Union has increased its out
put from about 108,000 to 120,000. 

I would like to say from my desk in 
the Senate that in the judgment of the 
chairman of the Education Subcommit
tee, these are not the mathematics of 
victory in the space race. In my judg
ment, they are not th·e mathematics of 
victory in the cold war. They · are not 
the mathematics of leadership or the 
mathematics of survival. 

It is time that the Senate listened to 
the warnings of the Senator from 
Nevada and the Senator from Wisconsin. 

It is time that the Senate heeded the 
messages of the Senator from Texas and 
the Senator from New Jersey. It is time 
to take action on a bill which will give 
this country more scientists and engi
neers and doctors and teachers. 

At his news conference of last Janu
ary 19, President Kennedy said: 

One of the most critical problems facing 
the Nation is the inadequacy of the supply 
of scientific and technical manpower. 

In view of what has been said on the 
floor of the Senate during this session, I 
do not know how anyone can doubt it. 

S. 349 gives the Senate an opportunity 
to take constructive action in reducing 
the inadequacy. In the process, we can 
make the best possible investment in 
the human resources of this country, do 
equity to a segment of our youth who 
richly deserve reward, and gain an ample 
return, not only in the ·general tone of 
education throughout the country but in 
dollars and cents for the U.S. Treasury. 

This bill has 37 sponsors. In the 86th 
Congress a similar bill was approved 
by the Senate by a vote of 57 to 31. The 
leadership has indicated that it recog
nizes the need and is sympathetic with 
the principles of this bill. Similar ac
tion with respect to S. 349 now can only 
add luster to the solid record of the 
Congress at this session. I can see no 
reason whatsoever for further delay in 
bringing the bill to the floor or to a vote. 
I therefore urge that S. 349 be brought 
before the Senate within the next few 
days, so that the House of Representa
tives will have time to act upon it before 
the Congress adjourns. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, in 
accordance with the previous order, I 
move that the Senate stand in adjourn
ment until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 9 
o'clock and 49 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, under the previous order, 
until tomorrow, Thursday, October 4, 
1962, at 10 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate October 3, 1962: 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Robert G. Miner, of New York, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Trinidad and 
Tobago. 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post
masters: 

ARKANSAS 

A. Cecil Oliver, Rose Bud, Ark., in place 
of R . B . Emory, retired. 

Guyla D. Moore, Vilonia, Ark., in place of 
R. M. Moore, retired. 

CONNECTICUT 

Carl J. Gniadek, Southport, Conn., in place 
of E . J . Speer, retired. 

FLORIDA 

William L. Townsend, Palatka , Fla., in 
place of M. H. Shaw, retired . . 

Rodney G. Rushing, Riverview, Fla., in 
place of J . H . Hancock, retired. 
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HAWAII 

Thomas T. Oyasato, Wahiawa, Hawaii, in 
place of M. C. White, retired. 

ILLINOIS 

Fred C. Lindstrom, Evanston, Ill., in place 
of P. M. O'Donnell, retired. 

INDIANA 

Richard R. Conley, Rome City, Ind., in 
place of T. J. Conley, deceased. 

IOWA 

Helen A. Bellmann, Durango, Iowa, in place 
of Elizabeth Grimme, retired. 

KENTUCKY 

James H. Hicks, New Haven, Ky., in place 
of C.R. Johnson, resigned. 

MINNESOTA 

Edward F. Zalusky, Mahnomen, Minn., in 
place of J. V. Sweeney, retired. 

NEW JERSEY 

M. Josephine Hulmes, Lebanon, N.J., in 
place of W.R. Creasy, deceased. 

Margaret L. Wetzel, Leonardo, N.J., ln place 
of B. J. Haulbaskey, retired. 

NEW YORK 

Richard J. Lobdell, Canton, N.Y., in place 
of E. R. Wood, retired. 

OHIO 

Harold B. Swan, Beach City, Ohio, in place 
of W. J. Miller, retired. 

John D. McCray, Greenfield, Ohio, in place 
of J.P. Watt, retired. 

TEXAS 
James J. Kaster, El Paso, Tex., in place of 

C. T. Boyce, retired. 
Mary L. Rutherford, Putnam, Tex., in place 

o!'E. C. Waddell, retired. 
VERMONT 

Howard H. Bartlett, West Dover, Vt., in 
place of C. C. Upton, deceased. 

vmGINIA 

Frances W. Lugar, Eagle Rock, Va., in place 
of D. I. Persinger, retired. 

John R. Chandler, Onancock, Va., ln place 
of P. J. Pennewell, deceased. 

W. Morris Milliner, Onley, Va., in pla-ee of 
W. 0. Brittingham, resigned. 

Lancelot C. Lockridge, Raphine, Va., in 
place of W. R. Wilson, deceased. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Questioning the Candidate 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, October 3, 1962 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, for the 

1962 political campaign the citizens of 
America, including Mr. and Mrs. Wiscon
sin, deserve, I believe, truthful, objective 
discussions of the major issues confront
ing us. 

The times, in my judgment, are too 
critical for distortions, half-truths, and 
misimpressions of the record. 

Currently, I am participating in a 
question-and-answer series over radio 
station WEMP, Milwaukee, in discus
sions of the major challenges. I ask 
unanimous consent to have a series of 
these statements printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Senator Wn.EY, what in your opinion are 
the most important issues facing the United 
States today, domestically and interna
tionally? 

Answer: As citizens, as a State, and as a 
Nation, we face many great, complex chal
lenges on wide-range fronts-local to global. 

Of top priority-in my judgment-are the 
following: (1) Preserving the peace; or, con
versely, preventing a third world war; (2) 
effectively combatting the menace of com
munism; and (3) preserving the soundness, 
integrity and vigor of our economy. 

If we are to survive and progress, we must 
successfully meet these great challenges. 

Unless this is done-unless we prevent a 
third world war-we may not be around to 
solve other problems of lesser scope but 
nevertheless significant to us. 

Should we successfully meet them, how
ever, and I am confident we can, there are 
many specific problems of outstanding sig
nificance for which we must find solutions. 
These include the following: 

(a) Providing a fair-not jumbled, un
fair-tax system that will spur, not stunt, 
economic growth and progress; (b) solving 
the problem of unemployment for the 60,000 
jobless in Wisconsin and 4 million in the 
Nation; (c) improving the economic outlook 
in agriculture; (d) creating more effective 
programs to conserve, best utilize and, as 

possible, replenish our natural resources, in
cluding water, forestry and other resources; 
( e) in Wisconsin, too, the challenges of de
veloping new industries is essential to our 
economic progress. Our natural wonder
land, for example, if fully developed, might 
well mean that tourism could become an 
even greater source of State income for the 
future; (f) promoting human well-being of 
our citizens also is important, including ade
quate programs for the aging, for youth, for 
folks-who, through no fault of their own
may be down and out; and for other citizens 
who may not be sharing proportionately in 
the benefits of our society; and (g) finally, 
finding an effective, anticommunism policy
at home and abroad-too, remains a high 
priority. Among other things, this means: 
Tougher laws to stamp out communism at 
home; maintaining a mighty jet-missile-nu
clear-space defense, to deter Communist ag
gression militarily; and a more effective 
counteroffensive, politically, economically, 
ideologically-to hasten the day of victory 
over communism. 

Regrettably, this brief broadcast time pre
vents my now presenting complete, compre
hensive programs for these and other fields. 

As soon as Congress adjourns, however, I 
shall meet with you to discuss these and 
other great issues: On the farm, ln your 
stores and offices and factories, on the street 
corner, at your civic and religious meetings, 
on television, radio, and in the newspapers: 
Everywhere that folks work, play, think and 
live. 

What do you think must be done to solve 
the farm problem? 

Answer: For Wisconsin, for the Nation, we 
need a renewed effort to find new-not ad
here to unworkable-practices to brighten 
the outlook in agriculture. The goals to 
"shoot for" include: providing consumers 
with an adequate supply of good, healthful 
dairy and other foods at reasonable prices; 
an opportunity for the farmer to obtain a 
fair price for his products (the cost of prod
ucts plus a reasonable profit, and reducing 
surplus stockpiles and diminishing the an
nual cost of the price support program to 
the American taxpayer. 

Now, how can this be done? Funda
mentally, we need to look-to a large degree, 
to the farmers, individually and through 
their organizations, to work toward: more 
effective long-range production planning to 
produce for live consumers-not for govern
ment storage; better distribution and great
er consumption of dairy and other farm 
products; finding more ways to utilize dairy 
and other farm products for industrial pur
poses. 

A healthy farm economy, of course, is es
sential-not just to the farmer, himself-

but to the whole Natlon. Until the !armer 
"gets on his feet" there is, I believe, also a 
need for carrying forward necessary govern
mental programs: (a) to hasten improve
ment in agriculture; and (b) to prevent a 
more serious lowering of farm income
which would adversely affect the whole 
economy. 

What, then, can, and should, Uncle Sam 
do?· 

Expand governmental farm cooperative 
efforts to increase consumption levels of food 
(particularly of surplus); explore for new 
markets abroad and at home, for while there 
are hungry people, right here in our own 
country, we cannot really consider that we 
have a surplus; enact legislation to expand 
research for finding industrial uses for dairy 
and other products, for example, by the en
actment of the Wiley bill, S. 2414, to estab
lish a dairy research laboratory at Madison, 
Wis.; maintain a reasonable level of price 
supports-until there can be established a 
realistic market price based upon a supply
demand balance; and in our national policy, 
also, we should more effectively use dairy 
and other foods as strategic weapons in the 
cold war. In a hungry world, food can be a 
more effective persuader than guns. 

Over the years, the Wisconsin and Ameri
can farmer has served as a foundation stone 
of our economy: Producing an abundant 
supply of healthful food for our fast-in
creasing population; creating hundreds of 
thousands of jobs on and off the farm; pro
viding a way of life for 157':! million Ameri
cans and generally, vitally serving the health 
and economic needs of the country. 

For these reasons, then, the creation of a 
more effective farm policy must remain a 
high priority goal in our domestic programs. 

Senator WILEY, do you favor or oppose 
some form of Federal aid to education? 

Answer. The Nation depends, to a large 
degree, for progress and security upon a good 
educational system. 

Traditionally, the responsibility has rested 
largely with the States or local communities. 

In times of great national challenge 
when our system is threatened by a dynamic, 
competing ideology, communism, when au
thoritative studies reflect that adequate edu
cational opportunities-particularly through 
shortage of classrooms or teachers-are not 
being afforded students across the Nation, 
the country must decide whether, in such a 
time or crisis, it will tolerate a less than 
wholly adequate educational system. 

In these times, I believe there is a na
tional responsibility for assuring by any nec
essary r..1ethods consistent with our tradi
tional principles that we have an adequate 
educational program. 
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